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House of Representatives 
The House met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. CUELLAR). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
April 10, 2008. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable HENRY 
CUELLAR to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

NANCY PELOSI, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 
Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 

Whether the darkness is fear, anx-
iety, prejudice, or mere confusion, 
wake us with Your dawn, O Lord. 

Free us, that we may be children of 
light; bold in faith, humble in truth, 
and loving in service. 

Empower us to reach out to all our 
brothers and sisters across this Nation. 

May we walk with compassion, envel-
oped with the sense of unity as we ap-
proach a new day of universal under-
standing. 

Lord, make us all heralds of good 
news, whether richly blessed or hum-
bled by need. For You can strengthen 
us by the sheer determination to build 
Your kingdom with the help of one an-
other, both now and forever. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote 

on agreeing to the Speaker’s approval 
of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the Speaker’s approval 
of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. LO-
RETTA SANCHEZ) come forward and lead 
the House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia led the Pledge of Allegiance as 
follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain up to five requests 
for 1-minute speeches on each side of 
the aisle. 

f 

THE GOVERNMENT OF VIETNAM 
SHOULD END IMPRISONMENT, 
DETENTION AND HARASSMENT 
OF SIGNERS OF MANIFESTO ON 
FREEDOM AND DEMOCRACY FOR 
VIETNAM 

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission 

to address the House for 1 minute and 
to revise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of House Resolution 1089, which I 
introduced on Tuesday, calling for an 
end to the Vietnamese Government’s 
imprisonment, detention and harass-
ment of those who signed the Mani-
festo on Freedom and Democracy For 
Vietnam. 

On April 8, 2006, 118 Vietnamese citi-
zens signed a manifesto in support of 
peaceful action to bring democracy and 
basic human rights to the Vietnamese 
people. Thousands of Vietnamese peo-
ple have since signed this document, 
refusing to be silent while their gov-
ernment continues to violate their 
human rights. In retaliation, the Gov-
ernment of Vietnam has jailed, de-
tained and harassed those brave people. 

I introduced this important resolu-
tion to mark the 2-year anniversary of 
the original signing of the manifesto 
and to highlight the ongoing human 
rights atrocities in Vietnam. 

Not only does my resolution call on 
the Government of Vietnam to release 
peaceful advocates, but it also asks our 
State Department to establish a list of 
Countries of Particular Concern based 
on human rights violations, which 
would hold nations like Vietnam ac-
countable. 

f 

PAYTON POE ALEXANDER—NEW 
TEXAN 

(Mr. POE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, the miracle of 
birth is a remarkable, happy event. 
None of us pick our parents or the 
place from which we come. The good 
Lord makes those decisions, and some 
of us have the fortune of being born in 
America. 

Yesterday, April 9, at 10:28 a.m. in 
the central Texas town of Waco, an-
other child took his first breath of the 
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crisp air of life, being born in the land 
of the free. 

Payton Poe Alexander showed up tip-
ping the scales at 9 pounds-1 ounce and 
a height of 22 inches. Not bad for his 
first day on earth. His mother, Kara, 
my daughter, and his father Shane, are 
right-thinking, God-fearing people. 
Payton’s little 2-year-old sister Eliza-
beth, shall we say, is inquisitive. 

Mr. Speaker, we all get excited when 
kids are born, because we see in those 
innocent eyes the hope of the world, 
the chance that this new child might 
make a difference for the rest of us. 

My hope for my new grandson is that 
he grows up embodying the spirit of 
truth, justice and the American way, 
and that he plays football for the Uni-
versity of Texas and not Texas A&M. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
f 

OPPOSE THE BUSH COLOMBIA 
FREE TRADE AGREEMENT 

(Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission 
to address the House for 1 minute and 
to revise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
strong opposition to the Bush Colom-
bia Free Trade Agreement. Like many 
here, I would like to see our relation-
ship with Colombia strengthened, but 
the NAFTA-style Colombia FTA would 
actually do more harm than good. 

The Bush administration refuses to 
change its stubborn ways. By deciding 
to force the trade agreement through 
Congress without seeking support or 
input from the House leadership, the 
administration continues to dem-
onstrate its lack of judgment and sen-
sibility. 

Despite many serious concerns about 
the Colombia Free Trade Agreement, 
this administration continues to be-
lieve that it can unilaterally demand 
and approve legislation as it pleases, 
when it pleases. Unfortunately, it 
doesn’t work that way. 

Until the Bush administration under-
stands that it must make fundamental 
changes in its approach to trade, this 
House will oppose its one-sided trade 
deals. We need trade deals that work 
for American working families. The 
Bush Colombia FTA is not it. 

f 

MR. CARTER—DON’T MEET WITH 
HAMAS 

(Mr. KIRK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, The Wash-
ington Post reports that President 
Carter will visit Syria next week to 
meet with a Hamas assassin, Khaled 
Meshal. The State Department lists 
Hamas as a foreign terrorist organiza-
tion, and it is responsible for the mur-
der of at least 26 American citizens: 
David and Nava Applebaum of Ohio, 
killed just before Nava’s wedding; Alan 
Beer of Ohio; Marla Bennet of Cali-

fornia; Benjamin Blustein of Pennsyl-
vania; David Boim of New York; Yael 
Botwin of California; Dina Carter of 
North Carolina; Janis Ruth Coulter of 
Massachusetts; Sara Duker of New Jer-
sey; Matthew Eisenfeld of Connecticut; 
Tzvi Goldstein of New York; Judith 
Greenbaum of New Jersey; David Gritz 
of Massachusetts; Dina Horowitz of 
Florida; Rabbi Eli Horowitz of Illinois; 
Tehilla Nathanson of New York, age 3; 
Malka Roth of New York; Mordechai 
Reinitz of New York; Yitzhak Reinitz 
of New York; Leah Stern of New Jer-
sey; Goldie Taubenfeld of New York; 
Shmuel Taubenfeld, 3 months old, of 
New York; Nachshon Wachsman of New 
York; Ira Weinstein of New York; and 
Yitzhak Weinstock of California. 

President Carter, the voices from the 
grave beseech you, do not meet with 
the man that ordered the murder of 
these American citizens. 

I urge Members to sign our letter 
asking former President Carter not to 
meet with the killer of American citi-
zens. 

f 

SUPPORT THE STOP OUTSOURCING 
SECURITY ACT 

(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, 
last Friday, the State Department de-
cided to renew Blackwater’s $1.2 billion 
contract for another year. It has been 
over 6 months since Blackwater con-
tractors killed 17 innocent Iraqi civil-
ians, 16 months since the Christmas 
Eve murder in the Green Zone, and 35 
months since a Blackwater helicopter 
dropped CS gas on a traffic jam in 
Baghdad. Yet there have been no ar-
rests, no charges, no trials, no convic-
tions. Nothing. 

The Department of Justice, the FBI 
and State Department have remained 
completely silent about these inves-
tigations. Meanwhile, those contrac-
tors are still working side-by-side with 
our troops in Iraq. 

But what is even more appalling is 
that our government has ignored those 
abuses and renewed Blackwater’s con-
tract. If you owned a company, would 
you rehire someone who has killed doz-
ens of innocent people? The State De-
partment’s decision not only puts the 
lives of innocent Iraqi civilians at risk, 
but it threatens the safety of our 
troops and jeopardizes our mission in 
Iraq. 

I urge my colleagues to sign on to my 
bill, H.R. 4102, the SOS, or Stop 
Outsourcing Security Act, and phase 
out the use of military security con-
tractors in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

f 

WINNING IN IRAQ 

(Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, yesterday General 
Petraeus and Ambassador Crocker up-

dated members of the House Armed 
Services Committee and Foreign Af-
fairs Committee regarding the condi-
tions on the ground in Iraq. Noting suc-
cesses on the military and political 
fronts, both indicated reasons to be op-
timistic about the progress being 
made. 

Having recently visited Iraq, I am 
not surprised to hear about these suc-
cesses. Violence is down and reconcili-
ation is happening. But the progress is 
fragile, a sentiment echoed by both 
Ambassador Crocker and General 
Petraeus. 

During the hearing, many of my 
Democrat colleagues asked about the 
cost of the war. Is it expensive? Yes, 
the cost is expensive. My question to 
them is, what will be the cost of defeat, 
and are you willing to pay for it? 

f 

HONORING ABBY LEVINE ON THE 
OCCASION OF HIS 90TH BIRTHDAY 

(Mr. KLEIN of Florida asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. KLEIN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to honor a remarkable and 
outstanding member of our commu-
nity, Mr. Abby Levine. Abby and his 
wife Mildred have devoted their lives 
to addressing critical social, political 
and humanitarian issues. 

Abby is celebrating an important 
milestone this week, the occasion of 
his 90th birthday. At nine decades 
young, Abby, in addition to his other 
commitments, is working to build a vi-
brant Jewish community among young 
people in South Florida. 

Abby and Mildred helped establish 
the Levine-Weinberger Jewish Life 
Center at Florida Atlantic University, 
which has become the nerve center of 
Jewish life on campus. Abby and Mil-
dred are also generous supporters of a 
number of other causes, including the 
Boca Raton Community Hospital, and 
their dedication to improving our com-
munity is deeply valued. 

Madam Speaker, I join countless 
friends, family members and loved ones 
in South Florida in wishing Abby a 
wonderful birthday, and many more 
years of good health and happiness. 

f 

b 1015 

NEW EMPLOYEE VERIFICATION 
SYSTEM 

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, on November 1, the Nation’s 
employment verification system, E- 
Verify, is going to expire. 

E-Verify is a broken employment 
verification system that has helped 
grow the number of illegal immigrants 
in America to over 12 million. We have 
got to find new solutions. 

Our bill, H.R. 5515, the New Employ-
ment Verification Act or NEVA, would 
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replace the current paper-based and 
error-prone I–9 process upon which E- 
Verify is based with an electronic 
verification system. H.R. 5515 would 
use the existing new hire registry re-
porting process already used by over 90 
percent of U.S. employers. This bill 
will create a national employment 
verification system for new hires that’s 
reliable and efficient. 

With E-Verify scheduled to expire 
this year, now is the time for the Con-
gress to create a new way to move for-
ward that prevents unauthorized em-
ployment. I urge my colleagues to co-
sponsor H.R. 5515. 

f 

HONORING THE UNIVERSITY OF 
MEMPHIS BASKETBALL TEAM 

(Mr. COHEN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, as an 
alumnus of the University of Memphis 
Law School and the congressman from 
the University of Memphis district, I 
still grieve over the outcome of the 
game Monday night, but I want to con-
gratulate the University of Kansas for 
winning the national basketball cham-
pionship and thank the city of San An-
tonio for being such a wonderful host. 

On behalf of the citizens of Memphis, 
I want the country to know we love our 
team. They brought our city together, 
which needed a unifying force. We are 
proud that our coach who made that 
team what it was has been named the 
National Coach of the Year by the 
Naismith Society. 

Our players played valiantly. We 
came very, very close to a national 
championship. We won more games 
than any team in NCAA history. We 
will look back upon this year with 
fondness and appreciation and we will, 
like General MacArthur, return. 

f 

THE HUGO CHAVEZ RULE 

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, it pains 
me greatly to stand here in the well 
and report to our colleagues that the 
Rules Committee late yesterday after-
noon reported out what can only be de-
scribed as the Hugo Chavez rule. 

For the first time in the 34-year his-
tory of trade promotion authority, we 
have now decided that we are going to 
take the action of turning our backs on 
an agreement that we have made with 
our closest, most important and 
strongest ally on the continent of 
South America. 

The Vice President of Colombia has 
described this action as a slap in the 
face. Hugo Chavez and the 
narcoterrorists in Colombia are cele-
brating this action. It is an absolute 
outrage that we would do this. 

I have to say that this administra-
tion 4 years ago embarked on these ne-

gotiations, 2 years ago completed the 
negotiations, a year and a half ago 
signed the negotiations. Since August 
of last year, 265 meetings have been 
held with Democratic Members by 
members of the administration, cabi-
net officials and all, and 27 meetings 
have been held with the Democratic 
leadership. 

It is time for us to complete this 
work. It’s time for us to strengthen 
this very important alliance. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to vote ‘‘no’’ on the Hugo 
Chavez rule. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 2537, BEACH PROTECTION 
ACT OF 2007 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 1083 and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 1083 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2537) to amend 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act re-
lating to beach monitoring, and for other 
purposes. The first reading of the bill shall 
be dispensed with. All points of order against 
consideration of the bill are waived except 
those arising under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. 
General debate shall be confined to the bill 
and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. After 
general debate the bill shall be considered 
for amendment under the five-minute rule. It 
shall be in order to consider as an original 
bill for the purpose of amendment under the 
five-minute rule the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute recommended by the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure now printed in the bill. The com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute shall be considered as read. All points 
of order against the committee amendment 
in the nature of a substitute are waived ex-
cept those arising under clause 10 of rule 
XXI. Notwithstanding clause 11 of rule 
XVIII, no amendment to the committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
shall be in order except those printed in the 
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of rule 
XVIII before the beginning of consideration 
of the bill and except pro forma amendments 
for the purpose of debate. Each amendment 
so printed may be offered only by the Mem-
ber who caused it to be printed or his des-
ignee and shall be considered as read. At the 
conclusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. Any Mem-
ber may demand a separate vote in the 
House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. 

SEC. 2. During consideration in the House 
of H.R. 2537 pursuant to this resolution, not-

withstanding the operation of the previous 
question, the Chair may postpone further 
consideration of the bill to such time as may 
be designated by the Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from California is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my friend, the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN 
DIAZ-BALART). 

All time yielded during consideration 
of the rule is for debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and to 
insert extraneous materials into the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 1083 

provides an open rule with a 
preprinting requirement for consider-
ation of H.R. 2537, the Beach Protec-
tion Act of 2007. 

The resolution provides 1 hour of 
general debate, controlled by the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

Some of our Nation’s greatest treas-
ures are the beautiful beaches that sur-
round our country. So many of us have 
spent time with our families and 
friends enjoying our country’s pictur-
esque coastlines. Our beaches not only 
provide a place for relaxation and 
recreation, they are also a vital eco-
nomic engine that draws tourists from 
all over the globe. 

As a mother and a grandmother, I 
want to ensure that our Nation’s chil-
dren are swimming and enjoying our 
beaches that are safe and free of any 
harmful contamination. Unfortunately, 
a recent EPA report found that human 
health studies over the last 50 years 
have linked swimming and polluted 
water with significant adverse health 
effects. Swimming-related diseases can 
range from minor gastrointestinal dis-
eases to more serious illnesses such as 
meningitis or hepatitis. 

This is extremely troubling and is a 
great concern to all of us. According to 
the National List of Beaches, only 57 
percent of the Nation’s coastal recre-
ation areas are being monitored. 

In my home State of California, 114 
of our 356 beaches are not monitored, 
leaving a huge amount of people at 
risk. That is why I would like to thank 
Representative PALLONE for his work 
on such an important piece of legisla-
tion, legislation that builds on the am-
bitious vision that the 1972 Clean 
Water Act set forth. 

As an original author of the 2000 bill, 
my friend from New Jersey has long 
been recognized for his efforts to clean 
up our Nation’s beaches. 

I would also like to thank Represent-
ative TIM BISHOP for his leadership and 
work on this issue. 
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The Beach Protection Act builds on 

the great effort of the original BEACH 
Act and is a vital tool that will help 
ensure the safety of our national coast-
al treasures. Under the 2000 BEACH 
Act, the EPA was required to work 
with States to ensure they use the lat-
est science to test beach waters to pro-
tect the public health. 

States are required to notify the pub-
lic if tests showed water quality stand-
ards were violated. The law also helps 
States set up monitoring and notifica-
tion programs in order to provide up- 
to-date information on the condition of 
all public beaches. 

H.R. 2537, the Beach Protection Act 
of 2007, advances the good work of the 
original act and takes us into the next 
generation of water monitoring. The 
bill increases the authorization 
through 2012 for the EPA’s beach pro-
gram by $10 million to $40 million per 
year. This money will be used to pro-
vide grants to States along the coasts 
and Great Lakes for recreational water 
monitoring and notification programs. 

H.R. 2537 also clarifies and enhances 
public notification when coastal waters 
are likely contaminated. Visitors to 
our beaches need to know when there is 
potential threat to their health. The 
bill clarifies that the public must be 
notified within 24 hours when a con-
taminated water sample is found. The 
bill also requires that a physical sign 
must be posted at any beach where the 
water may be contaminated. This in-
formation is essential for public aware-
ness and avoidance of harmful pollut-
ants. 

H.R. 2537 also promotes increased 
compliance. It requires the EPA ad-
ministrator to conduct an annual re-
view of implementation by State and 
local governments. If the public is not 
being protected, it requires the EPA to 
take corrective actions. 

Representative PALLONE has shown 
tremendous leadership with this bill 
that puts public safety at the forefront 
and goes to great lengths to protect 
our Nation’s beaches. I know he has 
worked closely with my friend and col-
league, Representative EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON, who chairs the Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Sub-
committee on Water Resources and En-
vironment. 

Later today we will debate the chair-
woman’s manager’s amendment that 
directs the EPA to complete and use a 
rapid-testing technology. This type of 
testing is intended to shorten the pe-
riod between when a water sample is 
taken and when results are made pub-
lic. When this testing is in place, the 
period of time necessary for testing 
coastal waters is likely to shorten from 
24 to simply 2 or 3 hours. 

Passage of the Beach Protection Act 
of 2007 is an important step to pro-
moting public health and ensuring that 
the millions of people who visit our 
coastal treasures remain safe. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, first of all I 

would like to thank my good friend, 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
MATSUI) for the time, and I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, Florida is the number 
one travel destination in the world, 
with over 80 million visitors last year. 
They contributed over $60 billion to the 
economy of the State. 

Part of the reason so many people 
come to Florida is because of the over 
1,200 miles of beautiful beaches 
throughout the State. Florida’s great 
beaches provide an endless wealth of 
recreational opportunities. But in 
order for everyone to enjoy those great 
beaches we have to make sure that the 
waters are safe and that they are clean. 

In 2000, Congress passed the Beaches 
Environmental Assessment and Coastal 
Health Act. That legislation was 
passed to limit and prevent human ex-
posure to polluted coastal recreation 
waters by assisting States and local 
governments to implement beach mon-
itoring assessment and public notifica-
tion programs. In addition, that act re-
quired States and tribes with coastal 
recreation waters to adopt minimum 
water quality standards for pathogens 
and pathogen indicators. 

The legislation being brought to the 
floor today with this rule would reau-
thorize the BEACH Act through 2012 
and increase the annual authorized ap-
propriation from $30 million to $40 mil-
lion. 

b 1030 

Again, Mr. Speaker, the majority 
likes to proclaim that they have of-
fered yet another bill under what they 
call an open rule; but this is not an 
open rule, this is a restrictive rule. 

According to a Survey of Activities 
of the House Committee on Rules from 
the 104th Congress, an open rule is de-
fined as ‘‘one under which any Member 
may offer an amendment that complies 
with the standing rules of the House 
and the Budget Act.’’ 

A modified open rule, requiring 
preprinting in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, is defined as a type of rule 
that permits the offering only of those 
amendments printed in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Because Members 
under this rule must submit their 
amendments prior to floor consider-
ation, they are prohibited from offering 
amendments on the floor as the debate 
progresses. 

So if a Member is watching the de-
bate and has an idea to improve the 
bill, this rule prevents that Member 
from offering their amendment. So by 
its very nature, this rule is restrictive. 
It is not an open rule and the majority 
should stop calling it that. 

I also would like to point out that 
once again the majority offers even 
this modified open rule, or modified re-
strictive rule on noncontroversial bills, 
bills with obvious bipartisan support. 
For example, the underlying legisla-
tion passed the House Transportation 
and Infrastructure Committee by a 
unanimous vote. 

If the majority really wants to live 
up to their campaign promise of a more 
open and bipartisan Congress, then 
they should offer a truly open rule on 
this bill, and on bills where there is 
some controversy as well. 

On Tuesday, a distinguished member 
of the Rules Committee, the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. HASTINGS), of-
fered an amendment to the rule which 
would have allowed the House to con-
sider this noncontroversial bill under a 
truly open rule. However, that amend-
ment was defeated. 

So instead, here we are 16 months 
into the new majority under another 
restrictive rule. Other than on appro-
priations bills, the new majority has 
allowed only one open rule. Today they 
had the chance to double the number of 
open rules; but instead, they decided to 
use a restrictive process for a non-
controversial bill. 

I don’t know what they are afraid of. 
The original BEACH Act was consid-
ered under a true open rule. We should 
have considered this bill under suspen-
sion of the rules which doesn’t even re-
quire a rule, it just goes automatically 
to the floor because it is noncontrover-
sial, and we should have instead fin-
ished our work on bipartisan legisla-
tion to protect Americans from inter-
national terrorism, the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Act known as 
FISA. 

Or we could have considered legisla-
tion to postponed the scheduled 10.1 
percent cut in Medicare payments for 
physicians and other health care pro-
fessionals. 

Instead, what we are doing today, 
Mr. Speaker, what the majority leader-
ship has decided to do today is to make 
this a day of legislative action that 
will live in infamy. Ever since 1974, leg-
islation has existed, Mr. Speaker, to 
permit agreements that are negotiated 
with foreign governments by the 
United States, trade agreements, to 
come to this floor under the Trade Act 
of 1974 that established trade pro-
motion authority, certainty in the 
rules process for when an agreement is 
negotiated so that our negotiating 
partners, countries we are negotiating 
with, know that there are certain 
rules. That if the United States makes 
a deal, enters into an agreement, that 
that agreement will be brought to the 
floor. 

And so what the majority leadership 
in this Congress has done today is to 
say yes, yes, yes, but for and except Co-
lombia. Colombia, that happens to be 
our best ally and friend in this hemi-
sphere, under the measure today being 
brought to the floor by the majority 
leadership of this House, they are being 
insulted. And so our trade rules apply, 
yes; but for Colombia, Mr. Speaker. 
That is what the majority leadership 
has decided to do today. 

What they have told Colombia, in the 
midst of a war against narcotraf-
fickers, financed by narcotrafficking, 
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the enemies of Colombia, what the 
Democratic leadership of this House is 
telling the democratically elected gov-
ernment of Colombia today is: We don’t 
care; we don’t care. The trade rules 
apply to the world, but not to you. 

Well, fortunately, there is an admin-
istration, an executive branch that is 
standing with the people of Colombia 
and their democratically elected gov-
ernment and President, President 
Alvaro Uribe. And there are a lot of 
Members in this House, Mr. Speaker, 
who also stand with the people of Co-
lombia as they fight the terrorists, as 
they bravely confront the terrorists. 
There are a lot of us in this House who 
stand with the people of Colombia, and 
a lot of us in the Senate who do also. 
But unfortunately, the majority lead-
ership has said to Colombia today: No, 
you’re on your own. 

Well, I want the people of Colombia 
to know that they are not alone. We 
will continue to stand with the people 
of Colombia and their democratically 
elected government despite this day of 
legislative action that will live in in-
famy because that is what the majority 
leadership has scheduled today. The ex-
ception, the legislative exception for, 
in this instance, the best ally that the 
United States has in this hemisphere, 
Colombia. And that’s more than unfor-
tunate. 

Now, with regard to the legislation 
on beaches that is absolutely non-
controversial, it should have been 
brought to the floor automatically. Ob-
viously we are all in support of that 
legislation, Mr. Speaker. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I would 

like to bring us back to the measure at 
hand which is H. Res. 1083 which pro-
vides for consideration of H.R. 2537, the 
Beach Protection Act of 2007, and I 
would like to yield 3 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. CAS-
TOR), a member of the Rules Com-
mittee. 

Ms. CASTOR. I thank my good friend 
and colleague from the Rules Com-
mittee. 

Mr. Speaker, oftentimes there is 
great irony here in Washington, and 
here is another example. The House 
will consider today this rule and the 
Beach Protection Act. The intent of 
the Beach Protection Act is to protect 
America’s beautiful coastlines from 
water pollution. But here is the irony: 
Big oil interests have filed an amend-
ment that puts our beaches and Amer-
ica’s coastlines at risk. Their proposed 
amendment seeks to open up our beau-
tiful coastlines to offshore drilling of 
oil and gas. New offshore oil and gas 
drilling represents a real hazard to our 
marine environment, especially in my 
home State of Florida and the Tampa 
Bay area. 

The beaches, the coastal environ-
ment, marine resources and our billion- 
dollar tourism industry in Florida 
should not be sacrificed for a small 
amount of oil and natural gas because 
the oil and natural gas that is pro-

jected to be recovered if we open up our 
offshore areas to drilling, it is pro-
jected to provide less than 1 month, 1 
month supply of oil and gas. 

In addition, researchers at the De-
partment of Oceanography at the Uni-
versity of South Florida have warned 
that it would only take 24 hours for an 
petroleum spill in the eastern Gulf of 
Mexico to sully Florida’s panhandle 
beaches and then sweep through the 
gulf’s powerful loop current, travel 
through the Florida Keys and contami-
nate estuaries and beaches from the 
Everglades to Cape Canaveral. 

We only have to look back to 2005, 
Hurricane Katrina, Hurricane Rita, and 
Hurricane Wilma ended up resulting in 
many oil and gas pollutants seriously 
affecting the beaches in the Gulf of 
Mexico. The storms caused 124 oil spills 
into the waters of the Gulf of Mexico. 
During Hurricane Katrina alone, 233,000 
gallons of oil were spilled. There was 
508,000 gallons of oil spilled during Hur-
ricane Rita. A full year after Hurricane 
Katrina, BP admitted that a damaged 
oil well valve in the Gulf of Mexico was 
still leaking oil. 

The knee-jerk reaction to take every 
opportunity, even a bill called the 
Beach Protection Act, to open up our 
beautiful coastline to additional oil 
drilling, especially in hurricane-prone 
waters like Florida’s gulf coast is ridic-
ulous, not just ironic. 

So let’s stay true to the Beach Pro-
tection Act, fight water pollution, 
strengthen our natural resources and 
our tourism economy and vote down 
the Peterson amendment today. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, just the State I 
am honored to represent alone, Flor-
ida, exports are expected to jump by 
over $160 million, and 1,700 jobs are to 
be created in the first year alone if the 
agreement with Colombia is ratified. 
That is just the State that I am hon-
ored to represent alone. 

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS). 

(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate my colleague bringing up the 
issue of energy and the connection of 
energy to this bill because that is what 
we intend to do here today. 

The irony behind this debate is that 
Americans really appreciate healthy 
beaches; but what they are really mad 
about is high gas prices. I have three 
kids, 15, 13 and 8. My wife is driving 
them all over the world to attend every 
event that kids do today, and the soc-
cer moms of the world are outraged 
over the price of gas that they are pay-
ing. 

And what has this Democrat major-
ity been doing to continue to affect the 
price of gas, we just heard it, let’s take 
more assets off the ability to explore. 
We just heard it from my colleague 
who just said no more exploration for 
oil. Where is the plan that the Speaker 

touted would lower gas prices? That 
was over 700 days ago. We want an-
swers. We want this majority to do 
something about the high cost of gaso-
line. 

We have truck drivers prepared to 
strike over the price of diesel, $4 a gal-
lon gasoline is on the horizon, and this 
majority is doing nothing, nothing. 

Here is the energy plan: When you 
have no energy plan, you plan to fail. 
When this majority took over, the 
price of a barrel of crude oil was $58. 
What is it today, $110 per barrel. That 
translates into a gasoline price of 
originally $2.33 a gallon to now, $3.34, 
$3.50, $3.75, and $4. At $3.44, that is a 
$1.01 increase since this majority took 
over. Where is the energy plan to lower 
gasoline prices? The Speaker’s plan 
means that you pay more in energy 
costs in this country. 

The beaches that are affected in this 
legislation, Great Lakes, the coastal 
beaches, guess what, if I want to take 
advantage of these healthy beaches, I 
would have to drive about 285 miles to 
get to the Great Lakes. I would have to 
drive a lot farther, almost 745 miles to 
get to the gulf coast. Last year the 
cost to Chicago would be about $53. 
This year the cost is $76. We lose dis-
cretionary income when we allow gas 
prices to go up. 

Another connection, to go to the 
great State of Florida to take my fam-
ily on a vacation, that would have cost 
me last year $138 to drive. This year, 
$200 to drive. Do you think that is not 
going to affect the economy of the 
Florida coastal areas? Do you think 
that is going to halt our folks going to 
your State, my friend from Miami, to 
enjoy these great, healthy beaches. My 
folks can’t afford to drive to these 
beaches to enjoy them anymore. 

And what is the Democrat plan for 
gas prices? Silence. Nothing. The only 
plan is the plan to fail. The only plan 
is higher prices. Here it is: $58 a barrel 
when you came in, $110 a barrel today. 

Let me give you some quotes. Speak-
er NANCY PELOSI said on April 24, 2006, 
‘‘Democrats have a commonsense plan 
to bring down skyrocketing gas 
prices.’’ 

b 1045 

Well, these skyrocketing prices 
aren’t going down, folks. Speaker 
PELOSI’s plan is to have skyrocketing 
price increases for gasoline, not de-
creases. We got it wrong. 

It’s this whole change mentality. 
Change is good. Change can be bad. The 
change in this majority has been bad 
for the cost of energy in this country. 

And what are we doing? We’re talk-
ing about healthy beaches. Healthy 
beaches. We ought to be talking about 
the price of gasoline. We ought to be 
talking about the price of diesel fuel. 
We ought to be talking about the price 
of electricity generation, nuclear 
power, clean coal technology. But no, 
healthy beaches. I hope my folks can 
enjoy and benefit by these healthy 
beaches. 
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It’s been days since Majority Leader 

STENY HOYER said, ‘‘Democrats believe 
that we can do more for the American 
people who are struggling to deal with 
high gas prices.’’ Mr. Majority leader, 
what did you do? You raised prices. 
You didn’t decrease prices. You raised 
prices. Everyone knows that prices 
have gone up. 

Truckers are going to strike over 
record diesel prices. Diesel this week 
was at an average of more than $4 a 
gallon in Oregon and Washington, and 
nearly $4.12. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Illinois has 
expired. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. I yield the gentleman an addi-
tional 2 minutes. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. In California, accord-
ing to the American Trucking Associa-
tion, if a trucker is filling up a 300-gal-
lon semi, that bill could top $1,200. 

We want to talk about competitive 
nature. We want manufacturing jobs in 
this country. Energy prices are killing 
our ability to compete in the world 
economy. It’s killing our ability to get 
or product to the ports to ship them 
overseas to be competitive. It’s killing 
our ability to manufacture the goods 
using innovation and technology, be-
cause that requires energy. 

No energy plan is a plan to fail. 
Change is not always good. This is a 
change that the Democrat majority 
has brought us. $58.31, the price of a 
barrel of crude oil upon the assumption 
of the leadership here in this chamber. 
Current price today, $110.61. I have 
those on Velcro tabs so I can just keep 
following that price as it keeps going 
up. 

Sometimes a barrel of crude oil is 
hard to follow. People don’t know what 
it translates into. Well, I translated it 
earlier, from $2.33 a gallon, to, on aver-
age, $3.34 a gallon, and we know it’s 
going to hit 4. We know it’s going to 
hit 4. And when it hits 4, who are they 
going to call? They’re going to call us. 
And what are we going to say? We’re 
going to say, ‘‘Oh, the Democrats 
promised a plan in 2006 to lower 
prices.’’ They’re in the majority now. 
Let’s see their plan. 

A failure to plan is a plan that fails. 
You have no plan. We’re increasing our 
costs. The economy is hurting, and we 
bring healthy beaches to the floor. 
Healthy beaches. High energy costs. 

And my colleague who just followed 
me talked about excluding exploration 
of energy. She tied this debate to en-
ergy. She understood the importance. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Illinois has 
again expired. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. I yield the gentleman 2 addi-
tional minutes. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Democrats have 
voted, not once, not twice, but four 
times to raise energy taxes on the 
110th Congress. 

There’s a debate in the State of Illi-
nois to lower our gas tax. Why? So the 

average American citizen can afford to 
do the job. In rural America, when we 
have to drive long distances, this di-
rectly affects the pocketbook of every 
citizen in rural America. Every citizen. 
They’re going to drive 20, 30, 40 miles 
just to go to work. 

Talk about the inner cities and the 
traffic congestion, the people who are 
idling, they’re going to end up paying 
more. 

Four times the Democrats have said 
we’re going to change the gas price de-
bate here in America and we’re going 
to lower prices. We know that that 
hasn’t worked. Not only have they 
added insult to injury, they said not 
only aren’t we paying enough in gas 
prices now, but we want to put more 
taxes on gasoline. Shoot, $3.50 is not 
enough. Let’s get to 4. Let’s pay $4.50 a 
gallon. Let’s pay higher energy costs. 

And what do we see? The periodicals 
and newspapers, the print media are 
starting to understand. In the Buffalo 
News, April 9: $4 Gasoline Seems Pos-
sible This Summer. 

There used to be a time when Ameri-
cans got outraged at $3 a gallon. Well, 
we’ve sensitized them to over $3 a gal-
lon. They were promised by the Demo-
crat majority they would lower gas 
prices. They’ve increased gas prices. 
Now we have to get prepared for $4 a 
gallon. 

What’s next? 
No energy plan is a plan to fail. The 

Washington Times: Price at the Pump 
Likely to Reach $4. Fox News, Denver, 
Colorado: $4 Per Gallon Creeps Closer. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Illinois has 
again expired. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. I yield the gentleman 1 addi-
tional minute, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Friends, healthy 
beaches are important. We all want to 
benefit from them. I’d like to take my 
family to a beach. A lot of my con-
stituents like to go there. But if they 
can’t afford the gasoline in the 
minivan to get them to appreciate 
these healthy beaches, for what ben-
efit? 

The Democrats, when they were in 
the majority, promised us, I’ve got the 
quotes, they promised us lower gas 
prices, lower gas prices. I read the 
quotes. Speaker PELOSI, Majority 
Leader HOYER, I’ve got one from JIM 
CLYBURN. Lower prices. 

What do we have? Higher prices? And 
it’s about time you started accepting 
responsibility and do something about 
these high prices. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I thought 
we were doing a rule and not special or-
ders right now. 

We are working on the rule for the 
beaches, and we want to keep Ameri-
cans safe from water pollutants. 

I want to say we have an obligation 
to ensure Americans are safe and 
healthy, and this act would do it. 

I reserve my time. 
Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes 

to the distinguished gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. SHIMKUS). 

(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
understand my colleague would be 
upset about speaking. I would under-
stand why you would be ashamed about 
talking about healthy beaches and not 
addressing the real concerns of Amer-
ica which is high energy costs. 

I’ve been on the floor numerous 
times, motions to recommit over the 
past year and a half to talk about en-
ergy crises. One the big things I’ve 
talked about is coal to liquid tech-
nologies. 

You know what? It was your col-
league who stepped on the floor and 
talked about we don’t want oil explo-
ration off the coast. We don’t want 
more crude oil supplies. 

Well, I have a solution that would 
help keep our beaches healthy. Let’s 
use coal to liquid technologies. Let’s 
mine our vast abundant resource of 
coal right here. Let’s build a coal to 
liquid refinery. In fact, Sasol, the 
South African energy company, just 
announced that the Brits are going to 
buy synthetic aviation fuel. 

You know, we had all these aviation 
industry folks just go bankrupt, these 
low cost airlines that could get to 
these healthy beaches. You know one 
reason why they went bankrupt? The 
high cost of aviation fuel. Those are 
jobs gone. Those are the inability of me 
and my family on a low cost airline to 
appreciate these healthy beaches. 

Well, I have a solution. They’ve been 
to the floor on motion to commit coal 
to liquid technology. Get our coal, re-
fine it in to liquid fuels, put it in a 
pipeline and ship it to our commercial 
and military aviation. 

I’ve been using this chart for a year 
and a half. Has this majority moved on 
decreasing our reliance on imported 
crude oil? Negligibly. Zip, zero. Maybe 
on the RFS. I voted for it. I appreciate 
that. 

But doing anything to expand our 
ability to get our own resources, no, 
we’re here talking about healthy 
beaches. We don’t want to talk about 
crude oil exploration. We want to talk 
about pristine beaches. We don’t want 
to talk about that we’re paying $110 per 
barrel of crude oil when it was $58 when 
you all came into the majority. Trans-
lates to a dollar more in gas. It’s going 
to reach 4. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Illinois has 
expired. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. I yield the gentleman an addi-
tional 2 minutes. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. So we have some op-
tions. We can be here spending all day 
talking about healthy beaches while 
our businesses and industries fall fur-
ther behind, fail to compete because of 
high energy costs. 

I haven’t even got involved in cli-
mate change. Climate change is going 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 23:33 Apr 10, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K10AP7.011 H10APPT1w
w

oo
ds

2 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

68
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2173 April 10, 2008 
to bring additional cost to your gas 
tank, to your electricity. In fact, the 
only one who’s been intellectually hon-
est about this is Chairman DINGELL. 
What does he say? Fifty cents a gallon 
more to comply with climate change. 

Now, if we want to do that, then let’s 
vote on it. But you know what? You 
won’t do it because it’ll take that $4 a 
gallon a gas and move it up to $4.50. 

Guess what? People are going to say, 
let’s re-evaluate this. Let’s understand 
if all the world nations are going to 
comply. Do we want all this pain, all 
that job dislocation, all these higher 
energy costs and no benefit? 

If India and China do not comply, we 
get no benefit. All pain, no gain. All 
pain, job dislocation, higher energy 
costs, no gain. We ought to insist, be-
fore we go into any climate change 
agreement, that India and China sign 
on the dotted line verifiable that we 
know they’re going to comply. 

You know what? I’ve talked to them. 
They’re not going to do it. They are 
not going to do it. 

So why assume these costs? Why bur-
den the American consumer? Why de-
plete our hotel and tourism industry 
by people not being able to get there, 
either through airlines who have failed 
or the ability to drive the long dis-
tances to get there. 

This majority has had no plan to ad-
dress. Well, they have. They’ve prom-
ised, lower gas prices, 2006. This Demo-
crat majority promised lower gas 
prices, lower gas prices. What do we 
have? Higher gas prices. And no plan to 
mitigate. 

You know how you mitigate it? You 
bring on more supply. And you all 
won’t do that. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I would 
inquire of the gentleman if he has any 
remaining speakers. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Yes. We have an additional 
speaker. 

Ms. MATSUI. I reserve. 
Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida. Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege 
to yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PE-
TERSON). 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today with a deep con-
cern. We, as a country, will be a sec-
ond-rate nation in the next decade if 
we don’t have an energy policy. Amer-
ica needs an energy policy. We need to 
have a plan of how we’re going to have 
available, affordable fuel for everybody 
to run our companies, to heat our 
homes, to drive our cars. 

We don’t have an energy policy, 
folks. We have a policy where we’ve 
locked up our resources and we’re 
going to let the rest of the world 
produce. Our dependence on foreign oil 
has increased 2 percent a year every 
year for 20 years. 
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We are on that path of maybe going 
to 3 percent a year. Because when we 
don’t produce, they do and we pay. We 

have the rest of the world consuming 
greater and greater amounts of energy 
making us now bid for our energy. 

I find it interesting. They like to say 
it’s the six big American oil companies, 
or I guess it’s five, that are the cause 
of our energy prices. The fact is, this 
Congress and the last three administra-
tions are the reason we have high en-
ergy prices. This Congress locked up. 
This map right here shows we’re the 
only country in the world that’s locked 
up the outer continental shelf, the best 
and safest place to produce energy. 
Every country in the world produces 
there. Cuba will soon be producing en-
ergy 50-some miles off our coasts where 
we prohibit. 

We need to have an energy policy. We 
need to open up our midwest. We need 
to open up our offshore. I have the bill. 
I heard talk in here a little bit ago 
about how we are going to savage the 
beaches. My bill opens up for natural 
gas only. The first 25 miles are locked 
up. The second 25 miles are only open if 
States choose to. The second 50 miles 
are open; States can still close it with 
the legislation. And the second hun-
dred miles are open. 

I ask for some Member of this Con-
gress to show me a natural gas well 
that has ever polluted a beach. Natural 
gas bubbles up under the ground all 
over the country from gas pressure in 
the earth. Natural gas comes out of the 
ground naturally, and if we put a 6- 
inch hole in the ground, it comes out in 
a commercial way that we can heat our 
homes. 

America has had the highest natural 
gas prices in the world. Natural gas is 
not a world price. Oil is a world price. 
Natural gas is not a world price. For 7 
years now, soon going on 8, we’ve had 
the highest natural gas prices in the 
world, and our fertilizer companies are 
leaving because they use so much of it. 
Our petrochemical manufacturers are 
leaving, our polymers and plastic com-
panies are leaving. People who have 
bend metal, treat metal, cook food are 
going to do it in other places where 
natural gas is a fraction than it is here. 
Clean, green natural gas is what Amer-
ica ought to be running on until we 
have viable renewable. 

I met with wind people this morning. 
I’m for all the wind we can get. But if 
we double wind and solar, which so 
many people are counting on, in the 
next 5 years we will be less than three- 
quarters of 1 percent of our energy 
needs. 

I find it unexplainable that we have 
the highest fuel prices for trucks and 
cars, the highest heating home costs on 
record, and this Congress doesn’t even 
talk about it. We don’t have a plan. We 
are doing stimulus packages because 
energy is taking the life out of our 
economy. 

We’re going to need to do a stimulus 
package every 6 months, because as 
soon as we inject another $220 billion 
in, the energy policies of this country 
are going to suck it right back out be-
cause Americans are going to spend 

more and more. We have $3.40 gasoline, 
soon to be $4, and if we have a storm in 
the gulf this summer, we will be look-
ing at $5 gasoline. $5 gasoline will sink 
our economy. 

We must have an energy policy. 
Ms. MATSUI. I reserve. 
Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida. We have no further speakers, 
Mr. Speaker, and I appreciated the de-
bate. Obviously, the legislation is of 
importance, the subject is of impor-
tance. We do need to preserve, protect 
that great treasure that our beaches 
are, but there are a number of issues 
that do need to be discussed that are 
not being discussed. 

Unfortunately, one issue that should 
not be discussed is going to be dis-
cussed today which is to single out and 
discriminate against Colombia, our 
best friend in this hemisphere, in a 
shocking way, ultimately an unfortu-
nate way. 

We have no further speakers on this 
legislation, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Florida, and I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

First, let me say that there is no 
need to open up more sensitive natural 
areas to drilling. The United States has 
3 percent of the world’s resources but 
25 percent of the demand. It is obvious 
that there is no way for us to drill our 
way to energy independence. 

If we are really concerned about low-
ering energy costs and reducing de-
pendence on foreign oil, we need to in-
vest in renewable resources, and we 
have passed legislation to do just that. 

The open rule before us today is a 
fair rule that allows for debate on the 
important issues that face our country, 
from water pollutants to public health 
concerns. It is Congress’ responsibility 
to set high standards and assert proper 
oversight of these issues. 

The underlying bill, H.R. 2537, takes 
huge steps to promote public health 
throughout the great beaches of our 
country and ensure that our beaches 
will be preserved for future generations 
to enjoy and benefit from. 

Congress has a distinct obligation to 
future generations to keep our water 
clean and preserve our beaches. This 
bill increases funding for States to ef-
fectively monitor the coasts, ensure 
swift public notification and takes us 
into the next generation of water mon-
itoring. We have a commitment to 
keep the millions who visit our beaches 
safe and informed. This bill does just 
that, and I urge its adoption. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on 
the previous question and on the rule. 

I yield back the balance of my time, 
and I move the previous question on 
the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 
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The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfin-
ished business is the question on agree-
ing to the Speaker’s approval of the 
Journal which the Chair will put de 
novo. 

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. 

Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, this 
15-minute vote on approval of the Jour-
nal will be followed by 5-minute votes 
on adoption of H. Res. 1083 and motion 
to suspend the rules on H. Res. 1038. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 228, nays 
182, answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 
19, as follows: 

[Roll No. 178] 

YEAS—228 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castor 
Chandler 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 

Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Giffords 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 

Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Kirk 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 

Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 

Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 

Spratt 
Stark 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch (VT) 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—182 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 

Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mitchell 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Pence 
Perlmutter 

Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Sali 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1 

Tancredo 

NOT VOTING—19 

Andrews 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Buyer 
Cubin 
Ferguson 
Gohmert 

Gordon 
Granger 
Jones (OH) 
Klein (FL) 
Larson (CT) 
Pearce 
Ramstad 

Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Sires 
Weiner 
Wexler 

b 1130 

Mr. HAYES changed his vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Messrs. ALTMIRE, MCDERMOTT, 
and CARNEY changed their vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the Journal was approved. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, April 9, 2008. 
Hon. NANCY PELOSI, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR MADAM SPEAKER: I have the honor to 

transmit herewith a scanned copy of a cer-
tificate from the Honorable Debra Bowen, 
Secretary of State for the State of Cali-
fornia, indicating that, according to the 
semi-final official canvass of votes from the 
Special Election held April 8, 2008, the Hon-
orable Jackie Speier was elected Representa-
tive to Congress for the Twelfth Congres-
sional District, State of California. 

With best wishes, I am 
Sincerely, 

LORRAINE C. MILLER. 
Enclosure. 

CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION 
I, Debra Bowen, Secretary of State of the 

State of California, hereby certify: 
That according to the semi-final official 

canvass of votes cast in the Special Primary 
Election held on the 8th day of April, 2008 in 
the 12th Congressional District, Jackie 
Speier was elected to the office of United 
States Representative, District 12 for the 
term prescribed by law. 

In witness whereof, I hereunto set my hand 
and affix the Great Seal of the State of Cali-
fornia at Sacramento, this 9th day of April 
2008. 

DEBRA BOWEN, 
Secretary of State. 

f 

SWEARING IN OF THE HONORABLE 
JACKIE SPEIER, OF CALIFORNIA, 
AS A MEMBER OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER. Will the Representa-
tive-elect and the members of the Cali-
fornia delegation present themselves in 
the well. 

Ms. SPEIER appeared at the bar of 
the House and took the oath of office, 
as follows: 

Do you solemnly swear or affirm that 
you will support and defend the Con-
stitution of the United States against 
all enemies, foreign and domestic; that 
you will bear true faith and allegiance 
to the same; that you take this obliga-
tion freely, without any mental res-
ervation or purpose of evasion; and 
that you will well and faithfully dis-
charge the duties of the office on which 
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you are about to enter, so help you 
God. 

The SPEAKER. Congratulations. You 
are now a Member of the 110th Con-
gress. 

f 

WELCOMING THE HONORABLE 
JACKIE SPEIER TO THE HOUSE 
OF REPRESENTATIVES 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the gentleman from California is recog-
nized for 1 minute. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. STARK. Madam Speaker and my 

colleagues, as dean of the California 
delegation, it’s my privilege, my honor, 
and my pleasure to introduce the new-
est Member of the California delega-
tion, JACKIE SPEIER. 

JACKIE was overwhelmingly elected 
by the residents of California’s 12th 
Congressional District this week in a 
special election to succeed our late and 
esteemed colleague Tom Lantos. Prior 
to his passing, Tom endorsed JACKIE 
for the seat, and I know he would share 
our pride in welcoming her today. 

JACKIE first came to Congress with 
me, with my class, as Chief of Staff for 
Congressman Leo Ryan, who held the 
same congressional seat that she has 
just won. She was in Guyana with Leo 
helping to investigate the Reverend 
Jim Jones when her boss was assas-
sinated and JACKIE was seriously 
wounded. 

She survived and went on to serve as 
the youngest member ever elected to 
the San Mateo County Board of Super-
visors and served 10 years in the State 
Assembly, another 8 years in the Cali-
fornia Senate. 

She comes to us with an outstanding 
record of legislative victories, which 
she will, no doubt, extend in the U.S. 
Congress. 

I would like you to join me in wel-
coming JACKIE; her husband, Barry; 
and her children, Jackson and Steph-
anie to our congressional family. 

Welcome, JACKIE. 
Madam Speaker, I yield to my assist-

ant dean, the distinguished gentleman 
from California (Mr. DREIER). 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I 
thank my friend for yielding. 

I would like to, on behalf of the Cali-
fornia GOP delegation, extend a hearty 
congratulations to our new colleague. 
Of course, it is with mixed emotions 
that we’re here because we are very 
still thinking about the life and the 
contribution of our colleague Tom Lan-
tos but very pleased that you are going 
to be able to work in the spirit of bi-
partisanship that the California dele-
gation has pursued for years. 

And I will say that while members of 
your family have been introduced, I 
have to quickly say, as I just did to 
you, that I’m sorry that your mother is 
not here. I hope very much that she’s 
watching on television because we 
spent a great evening together years 
ago, and I’m glad that she is doing 
well. And we are looking forward to 
working for our State together. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 
the gentlewoman from California. 

Ms. SPEIER. Thank you, Madam 
Speaker. 

It is a real honor to be introduced by 
the dean of the California delegation, 
who was, as he mentioned, serving his 
district with distinction when I was a 
mere staffer here in the U.S. House of 
Representatives. And I’m thrilled to be 
joining the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia, Congresswoman ANNA ESHOO, 
one of my longest and dearest friends, 
and the gentleman from California, 
Congressman THOMPSON, who taught 
me all I needed to know when I first ar-
rived in the State capital back in 1986. 

Madam Speaker, I didn’t think it was 
possible for a person to be filled with 
both pride and humility at the same 
time. But that is exactly how I feel 
today. I am proud to have been chosen 
by a substantial majority of San Fran-
cisco and San Mateo County voters. 
I’m humbled by the faith they have 
placed in me and by the awesome leg-
acy this particular seat holds. 

Recently, I was introduced as having 
been elected to replace Tom Lantos. I 
had to laugh. I was elected to succeed 
Congressman Lantos. No one will ever 
replace him. 

I also follow in the footsteps of Leo 
Ryan, who served this Chamber with 
distinction until he was assassinated 30 
years ago, and I am honored to intro-
duce his daughter Erin Ryan, who is in 
the Members gallery. 

I was privileged to serve on Congress-
man Ryan’s staff because I learned 
from one of the best. He taught me 
three important lessons: One, question 
the status quo; two, always listen to 
the people you represent; and, three, 
always stand up for what you believe in 
even if you have to stand alone. 

Madam Speaker, I was struck with 
something while campaigning for this 
seat. A public servant is never more in 
tune with her constituents than when 
she is first running for the office. While 
holding over 60 community meetings 
across my district this year, the most 
common question was, ‘‘When will we 
get out of Iraq?’’ It was asked by voters 
across the spectrum: veterans, stu-
dents, parents, the prosperous, middle 
class, those still working towards their 
piece of the American Dream. 

The process to bring the troops home 
must begin immediately. The Presi-
dent wants to stay the course, and a 
man who wants to replace him suggests 
we could be in Iraq for a hundred years. 

But, Madam Speaker, history will 
not judge us kindly if we sacrifice four 
generations of Americans because of 
the folly of one. 

And, Madam Speaker, as passionate 
as people are about getting out of Iraq, 
they are also worried, about their jobs, 
their houses, and their futures. I got an 
earful from taxpayers outraged that 
the Fed bailed out Bear Stearns while 
neighbors are losing their homes to 
predatory lending practices. A man in 
a union hall put it simply: ‘‘When will 
our government care as much for Main 

Street Americans as Wall Street specu-
lators?’’ 

As long as I am here, I will strive to 
make sure that the voices of Main 
Street are heard as loudly as the voices 
of Wall Street. 

Madam Speaker, you are an inspira-
tion to me, to America, and to women 
all over the world. I stand before you 
eager to learn and ready to help make 
the laws of the greatest country on 
Earth reflect its values: fairness, jus-
tice, and a guarantee that working 
men and women, parents, students, 
seniors, the disabled, and the dis-
affected, every American, has the right 
to a seat at the table of opportunity. 

Thank you very much. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 

The SPEAKER. Under clause 5(d) of 
rule XX, the Chair announces to the 
House that, in light of the administra-
tion of the oath of office to the gentle-
woman from California, the whole 
number of the House is 432. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CUELLAR). Without objection, 5-minute 
voting will continue. 

There was no objection. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 2537, BEACH PROTECTION 
ACT OF 2007 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on adop-
tion of House Resolution H. Res. 1083, 
on which the yeas and nays were or-
dered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 224, nays 
192, not voting 15, as follows: 

[Roll No. 179] 

YEAS—224 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bilbray 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 

Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castor 
Chandler 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 

Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Giffords 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
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Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 

Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 

Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—192 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 

Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 

Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Obey 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Regula 

Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schmidt 

Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 

Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—15 

Andrews 
Bachus 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Buyer 

Cubin 
Davis, Tom 
Ferguson 
Granger 
Jones (OH) 

Larson (CT) 
Ramstad 
Rush 
Sires 
Weiner 

b 1150 

Mr. LINCOLN DAVIS of Tennessee 
changed his vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE FIFTH ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE DEPARTMENT 
OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ROSS). The unfinished business is the 
vote on the motion to suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, H. 
Res. 1038, on which the yeas and nays 
were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
CARNEY) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, H. 
Res. 1038. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 406, nays 3, 
not voting 22, as follows: 

[Roll No. 180] 

YEAS—406 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 

Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 

Carson 
Carter 
Castle 
Castor 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cohen 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Lincoln 

Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Filner 
Flake 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Graves 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 

Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 

Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sali 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sestak 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
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Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 

Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 

Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—3 

Kucinich Nadler Paul 

NOT VOTING—22 

Andrews 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Buyer 
Cubin 
Davis, Tom 
Fallin 
Ferguson 

Forbes 
Granger 
Gutierrez 
Hunter 
Jones (OH) 
Larson (CT) 
Meeks (NY) 
Petri 

Pryce (OH) 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Rush 
Schwartz 
Sires 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 

the vote). Members have 2 minutes to 
vote. 

b 1157 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 
Ms. SCHWARTZ. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 

No. 180, had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

b 1200 

RELATING TO THE CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 5724, UNITED 
STATES-COLOMBIA TRADE PRO-
MOTION AGREEMENT IMPLEMEN-
TATION ACT 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 1092 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 1092 
Resolved, That section 151(e)(1) and section 

151(f)(1) of the Trade Act of 1974 shall not 
apply in the case of the bill (H.R. 5724) to im-
plement the United States-Colombia Trade 
Promotion Agreement. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from New York is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. For the purpose of debate 
only, I yield the customary 30 minutes 
to the gentleman from California (Mr. 
DREIER). All time yielded during con-
sideration of the rule is for debate 
only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Ms. SLAUGHTER. I ask unanimous 

consent that all Members have 5 legis-
lative days within which to revise and 
extend their remarks and insert extra-
neous materials into the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield myself 

such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 1092 relates to 

the consideration of H.R. 5724, the 

United States-Colombia Trade Pro-
motion Agreement. The rule suspends 
the timelines for House consideration 
that are in the fast track law with re-
spect to consideration of this specific 
trade agreement. 

Mr. Speaker, we in Congress have a 
fiduciary obligation to ensure that the 
legislation passed through this Cham-
ber represents the best interests of 
those that sent us here, the American 
people. To outsource that very basic 
legislative responsibility is to advocate 
the duties constitutionally prescribed 
to our branch and raises questions as 
to why we are here in the first place. 
The situation we find ourselves in 
today deals directly with that issue. 

The President has attempted to dic-
tate the legislative schedule of the 
Congress according to his political cal-
endar. Over the objections of congres-
sional leadership, he sent Congress the 
Colombia Free Trade Agreement in an 
attempt to force consideration of the 
measure within 60 days by using a pro-
vision known as Trade Promotion Au-
thority, or fast track. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is important 
to dispel a few myths about the action 
that we take today. The rule we are 
taking up today does not in any way 
affect the Colombia Free Trade Agree-
ment. It simply removes the timeline 
for considering it. It gives the House of 
Representatives the right to schedule 
when the agreement is undertaken. 

There are some who have called into 
question whether Congress has the 
right to suspend fast track procedures 
for trade agreements. One need look no 
further than the Trade Act of 1974, the 
legislation that establishes fast track, 
to see that the very statute itself al-
lows that, like any rule of the House, 
fast track procedures can be suspended. 

We have also heard some raise ques-
tions about what consequences our ac-
tion here today will have on the Sen-
ate’s consideration of the Colombia 
Free Trade Agreement. The answer is, 
it will have no effect. 

The rule today was necessitated by 
the partisan and irresponsible actions 
of the President. Instead of working 
with Congress to reach agreements on 
this accord, he instead took the un-
precedented step of sending the Colom-
bia trade deal to Congress over the ob-
jection of congressional leaders. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
have been promised a lot when it comes 
to trade. However, in a country whose 
economy has been devastated by ill- 
conceived trade deals, it can only be 
expected that the American people will 
remain wary. The promise of good-pay-
ing work on the horizon has consist-
ently been dashed by the reality of job 
loss. 

Last Friday’s unemployment rate 
was 5.1 percent, and more jobs, over 
80,000, were lost last month alone. It is 
yet another indicator of the worsening 
economic situation facing millions of 
America’s families. Each day it be-
comes clearer that our country is tee-
tering on the edge of economic dis-

aster, and, for millions, financial ruin 
is just around the corner. It is simply 
not the right time to move forward 
with this trade agreement. 

The American people deserve an 
agreement that actually responds to 
the needs of the American worker, not 
makes promises that will not be met. 
By passing the rule today, we will no 
longer be bound by arbitrary deadlines 
and the House can bring up the agree-
ment at the appropriate time and 
under the appropriate conditions. 

Mr. Speaker, there is yet another 
reason why this free trade agreement is 
untimely and requires additional con-
sideration moving toward passage. We 
have been promised time after time in 
trade legislation that there would be 
side agreements protecting the life and 
work of labor, that there would be en-
vironmental safeguards, that there 
would no longer be child labor. None of 
that has come true. 

And it certainly makes one sus-
picious on this trade bill also because 
of the number of trade unionists who 
have been murdered. This makes the 
Colombia Free Trade Agreement hard 
to justify, given the continued violence 
against the union leaders, subsistence 
farmers, indigenous people and Afro- 
Colombians. 

While President Uribe has made some 
progress, systematic killings are still 
far too prevalent to warrant the pas-
sage of this bill. Persecution of trade 
unionists is well-known because since 
the beginning of this year, 12 have al-
ready been murdered. Rewarding the 
Colombia Government with this bill 
under those conditions eliminates any 
leverage the U.S. Government has to 
improve the respect for human rights 
and the rule of law in the future. 

To push forward at a time of eco-
nomic insecurity is simply irrespon-
sible for working families at home. To 
push forward in the midst of gross vio-
lations of human rights in Colombia is 
simply wrong. 

It is the prerogative of Congress to 
suspend fast track if the timing neces-
sitates it and only when it is in the 
best interests of the American people. 
By passing the rule today, we are rees-
tablishing the House of Representa-
tives as coequal to the President, and, 
in do doing so, we are standing up for 
America’s working families. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I want to begin by expressing my ap-
preciation to my very good friend, the 
distinguished Chair of the Committee 
on Rules, for yielding me the cus-
tomary 30 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I have seen many, many 
unexpected political alliances that 
have been formed over the past years 
that I have been privileged to serve 
here, but I never expected to be taking 
up a rule that aligns with the goals of 
Hugo Chavez and South American 
narcoterrorists. 

The U.S.-Colombia Free Trade Agree-
ment would deliver a significant blow 
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to Chavez’s authoritarian designs for 
the region and the FARC’s terrorist 
agenda. No one was quicker, no one 
was quicker to condemn the Presi-
dent’s decision to send this FTA imple-
menting legislation to Congress, than 
Hugo Chavez himself. So that is why, 
Mr. Speaker, what we are considering 
today is nothing more than the Hugo 
Chavez rule. 

The agreement, the agreement that 
we hope very much we can see this in-
stitution pass, would help to strength-
en democratic institutions, provide 
real economic opportunity for the Co-
lombian people and solidify the rule of 
law. So naturally it is vehemently op-
posed by someone who is systemati-
cally dismantling representative de-
mocracy and free markets and resort-
ing to corruption and crony capitalism 
to enrich government coffers at the ex-
pense of the working poor. That is the 
legacy of Hugo Chavez. 

Naturally, naturally, Mr. Speaker, 
this agreement is also vehemently op-
posed by a terrorist organization that 
simply cannot continue to survive in a 
thriving, stable and transparent de-
mocracy with strong institutions and 
an increasingly prosperous population. 

The Government of Colombia, its 
business leaders and its private sector 
unions all strongly support this agree-
ment for the very reasons it is opposed 
by the region’s most nefarious forces. 
It would be a giant leap forward in so-
lidifying their attempts to take back 
their country from the violent and law-
less groups that tore it apart for dec-
ades. And yet here we are today consid-
ering a rule that blocks consideration 
of the agreement under the rules of the 
Trade Promotion Authority which 
were established over 30 years ago. 

Many supporters of this Hugo Chavez 
rule like to argue that this rule is as 
much about process as it is substance. 
I regularly make the argument that 
process is substance. So let’s examine 
these claims, Mr. Speaker. 

The argument has been made that by 
sending up the implementing legisla-
tion without an invitation, the Presi-
dent has violated the rules set forth by 
the Trade Act of 1974 and Congress 
must take special action to assert its 
role. 

Mr. Speaker, over the last few years 
we have witnessed a number of strug-
gles between the first two branches of 
government, so congressional preroga-
tive is a familiar theme these days. 
And I am a strong supporter of con-
gressional prerogative. As a result, the 
argument in this case has found an 
overly credulous audience in this body 
and proven persuasive to the unin-
formed, so I will do my Democratic col-
leagues the favor of reviewing the de-
tails of Trade Promotion Authority. 

The statute outlines very clearly the 
responsibilities of the administration. 
It sets forth a number of negotiating 
principles. It demands that the admin-
istration closely consult with Congress 
prior to, during and after the negoti-
ating process. It requires notification 

90 days before entering into negotia-
tions. Prior to signing, it requires no-
tice of potential changes to trade rem-
edy laws 180 days in advance and notifi-
cation of intent to sign 90 days in ad-
vance, followed by advisory committee 
reports within 30 days. Sixty days after 
signing, a list of law changes is due. 
Ninety days after signing, an Inter-
national Trade Commission report is 
due. All of this is designed to ensure 
that the concerns and prerogatives of 
the United States Congress are met. 

The administration, Mr. Speaker, 
upheld both the letter and the spirit of 
the law at every single step. High rank-
ing officials met with Congress 160 
times prior to and during negotiations. 
They have held nearly 450 meetings 
since August of 2007 and taken 55 Mem-
bers of Congress to Colombia to see the 
situation there for themselves. To say 
that the administration has not upheld 
their end of the bargain is outright 
laughable. 

Now, what is Congress’ end of the 
bargain under TPA? To hold an up or 
down vote within 60 days in the House 
and 90 days in the Senate. That is the 
deal, close consultation followed by a 
timely vote. Congress gets the final 
say, but it has the responsibility to not 
let a complicated and time-consuming 
negotiation go to waste or languish in-
definitely. 

We have a negotiation that was 
launched 4 years ago, concluded 2 years 
ago, and signed a year-and-a-half ago. 
Now, after all of this, all of this con-
sultation, all of this time, the Demo-
cratic leadership wants to make an un-
precedented, never before has this been 
done, an unprecedented rule change to 
allow them to abrogate their role 
under TPA, all the time while blaming 
the administration, and the adminis-
tration is somehow to blame for a bro-
ken process. They are just making up 
this nonsense as they go along. 

Mr. Speaker, ironically, on Wednes-
day morning when the Democratic 
leadership was announcing their inten-
tion to take this highly divisive, par-
tisan and unprecedented action, I was 
sending a letter to several of my Demo-
cratic colleagues in which I was reach-
ing out to them in hopes that they 
would join me in a special order next 
week to talk about Colombia. As col-
leagues who have gone to the country 
for ourselves, I was hoping that we 
could come together to simply share 
what we had seen firsthand in Colom-
bia. 

Under TPA, the House has, as I said, 
60 days to debate and work together to 
reach consensus, 60 days to work in a 
bipartisan way. I thought that our spe-
cial order describing our experiences 
would be a constructive and congenial 
way to begin. Unfortunately, the 
Democratic leadership has cut off this 
substantive process before it could 
even begin, killing any hope of biparti-
sanship on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, their actions are caus-
ing even more damage abroad. They 
are sabotaging our relationship with or 

best and closest ally in South America. 
This is an ally that faces a hostile 
neighbor on its border which threatens 
not just Colombia, but the very ideals 
of democracy and free markets. This 
ally faces an even graver daily threat 
within its borders; a threat that has 
been weakened by President Uribe’s 
brave efforts, but one that still exists. 

b 1215 
I have gone to Colombia twice in the 

past few months, once with Commerce 
Secretary Gutierrez and once with the 
Speaker’s House Democracy Assistance 
Commission. I have seen myself the 
transformation that has taken place. I 
have seen the safe and orderly streets 
of Bogota and Medellin. I have seen the 
new opportunities and economic 
growth. 

I have met with the attorney general 
and discussed extensively his efforts to 
prosecute violent offenders and end the 
days of impunity for murderers. I have 
sat down with former members of the 
paramilitaries, whose leaders have 
gone to jail and who are now struggling 
to reintegrate into society with the 
help of government-funded social pro-
grams. This is a country that has come 
miraculously far in just a few short 
years and has so far to go. 

I find it shocking that the Demo-
cratic leadership would turn their 
backs on our friend and ally who has 
accomplished so much and who asks for 
our continued help in accomplishing 
even more. This week we have all heard 
the lengthy testimony of General 
Petraeus and Ambassador Crocker. A 
very common theme I have heard from 
my Democratic colleagues throughout 
this testimony is concern for America’s 
lost prestige abroad. They decry what 
they call our unilateralism and our dis-
regard for the concerns of our allies. 

Yet today they propose to flagrantly 
commit what the Colombian Vice 
President has called a slap in the face. 
Editorial boards across this country 
have similarly slammed this action. 

The Washington Post compared it to 
telling Colombia to ‘‘Drop Dead.’’ The 
Las Vegas Review-Journal says that 
what we are doing is ‘‘stabbing our 
trade partners in the back.’’ 

The Democratic leadership is deter-
mined to isolate our greatest ally in 
South America and weaken the re-
gion’s strongest advocate for democ-
racy, flouting national security and 
our international credibility. The dam-
age to our interests and our leadership 
will be significant and lasting. 

Our friends and allies will realize 
that our word at the negotiating table 
cannot be trusted and the rules can be 
changed in the middle of the game ac-
cording to the whims of electoral poli-
tics. 

This rule must be defeated for the 
sake of our national security interests, 
our leadership in the international 
community and our responsibilities as 
an institution. I urge my colleagues to 
vote ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, with that I reserve the 
balance of my time. 
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 

pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York, the chairman 
of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
Mr. RANGEL. 

(Mr. RANGEL asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. RANGEL. Thank you so much, 
Madam Chairlady, for giving me this 
opportunity. 

Mr. Speaker, I could not disagree 
with my friend from California more, 
and there is no one in this House that 
I believe that the administration has 
not spoken to more in concern for 
pieces of trade legislation, and I doubt 
whether there is anyone that has the 
compassion and the concern more than 
I about the people of Colombia who I 
have learned to admire, respect and 
work with over the years, not only 
with their political problems, but cer-
tainly their fight, their narcotics and 
trying to preserve democracy in that 
country. 

The President has violated protocol 
in terms of not fulfilling the outlines 
that we have been using historically. 
What I have to say applies whether you 
are a Democrat or a Republican. 

If, in the rules that the distinguished 
chairman of the Rules Committee has 
outlined to us, there is an area of con-
sultation before the President actually 
sends a complex piece of legislation to 
the House, which is more conducive to 
bringing us together, saying to the 
House that you have 90 days, and if you 
don’t do anything in 90 days that it’s 
the House of Representatives that 
killed the bill designed to help our 
friends in this area? Or one may say, 
Mr. President, you forgot to consult 
with us? You forgot to consult with the 
Ways and Means Committee. You did 
not deal with some of the issues that 
we have. 

As you just changed the rule and just 
sending it over saying it’s your respon-
sibility in the House, what we are say-
ing is that let’s give the House more 
time and not a timetable to see what 
can we do to facilitate an atmosphere 
that would allow the Members at least 
to know what’s in the bill. 

It is really strange that the ranking 
member of the Rules Committee has 
presented us a speech this morning 
that is so similar that I don’t remem-
ber the last time anyone in the admin-
istration has talked about the bill. 

Oh, Hugo Chavez, I go to sleep every 
night wondering what he is going to do. 
Castro, my God, we should vote for the 
people of Colombia and against him 
and make him a big threat in the com-
munity. 

I am not saying these things 
shouldn’t be considered, but how many 
people, Republican or Democrat have 
the slightest idea what’s in the trade 
bill? Why not give them an opportunity 
to make this decision, not based on 40 
days, 50 days or 90 days, but for us to 
bring up these things. 

When has anyone ever heard that 
they didn’t have a crisis in terms of 

peace and tranquility against ter-
rorism and assassination in Colombia? 
The question we may ask is Uribe 
doing, a man that I respect, as much as 
he should? Should he be doing more? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from New York 
has expired. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the gentleman from New York 1 
more minute. 

Mr. RANGEL. The real question I 
think we should ask, my friend, is I 
know you have a problem. We have 
problems in every major city. Why 
don’t you allow us to share with you 
some of the techniques we have, some 
of the technology, work with your law 
enforcement so at the end of the day 
those who claim that it is murder that 
stops us from voting on a trade bill, 
that we will be able to say that we are 
working with them. 

I hope you would rethink the vote. 
This vote is going to apply to every 
President, every Speaker of the House 
that deals with us. Do you believe they 
can change the rules and then they say 
that we dictate the legislative calendar 
of the House of Representatives? I 
think not. 

You change the procedure. We defend 
the rules of the House. 

What are we giving up? We are giving 
us an opportunity, one, to find out 
what’s in the trade bill, and, two, 
which is most important, what can we 
do to resolve the issues that force 
Members to be against it. 

I appreciate the words of my friend 
from California, but you have to do 
that, you are the ranking member. I re-
member when I had to say things that 
I had to say. Let’s work together on 
this. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I am very happy to yield 2 min-
utes to a hardworking fighter for free-
dom, a member of the Rules Com-
mittee, the gentleman from Miami, 
Florida (Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART). 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, what the major-
ity leadership of this Congress, what 
this rule is saying to Colombia today is 
you voted to tie your economy to the 
United States, but, sorry, we don’t 
care. 

You are at war with narcoterrorists 
armed to the teeth by drug money and 
given sanctuary by neighboring gov-
ernments. Sorry, we don’t care. 

You have voted, not once, twice, 
overwhelmingly, to support your brave 
President and his government and the 
Colombian armed forces as they fight 
the narcoterrorists and defend your 
rule of law. Sorry, we don’t care. 

Well, I say to the people of Colombia, 
like the President of the United States, 
many of us here in Congress are with 
you, and you are not alone despite this 
day of legislative action that will live 
in infamy. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts, an expert 
in this issue, and a member of the Com-
mittee on Rules, Mr. MCGOVERN. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I thank the 
gentlelady for her leadership on this 
important debate, and I rise in strong 
support of this rule. 

Mr. Speaker, the policies of the Bush 
administration have produced an 
American economy in crisis. People are 
losing their jobs, fuel prices are at a 
record high, food prices have dramati-
cally increased, confidence in the econ-
omy is at an all-time low. Maybe this 
is a radical idea, but shouldn’t the en-
ergy, passion and focus of the adminis-
tration be on fixing these problems? 

This administration has turned a 
cold shoulder to the plight of American 
workers. They have opposed efforts to 
extend unemployment benefits. They 
have no plan to help 45 million Ameri-
cans get health insurance. They have 
even opposed expanding health benefits 
to children. Their absolute indifference 
towards our fellow citizens is stunning. 
It takes my breath away. 

Well, that must change. The Speaker 
of the House has the right to prioritize 
legislation. She has stated quite clear-
ly that we want to continue to work 
with President Uribe to make progress 
on improving human rights, the rule of 
law, ending impunity, breaking Colom-
bia’s political and military ties to drug 
lords and paramilitary groups and pro-
tecting and promoting basic labor 
rights. 

If the Colombian FTA came up today 
for a vote, I will strongly oppose it. I 
have repeatedly told the Colombian 
Government that I am always willing 
to reassess my position. 

But when it comes to issues like 
human rights, I refuse to be a cheap 
date. The U.N., the Red Cross and U.S. 
and Colombian human rights groups all 
describe a worsening humanitarian cri-
sis in Colombia. The number of inter-
nally displaced grew by 27 percent over 
the past year due to increasing vio-
lence throughout the country. 

Over each of the past 3 years, mur-
ders of civilians by the Colombian 
army have been increasing. Violence 
against trade unions continues at an 
extremely high level, and the vast ma-
jority of cases of murders of labor lead-
ers remain unsolved. 

It is true that murders of trade 
unionists in 2007 were about half of 
what they were in 2006. Even then, Co-
lombia had the highest rate of trade 
union murders in the world. But death 
threats, attacks and disappearances 
skyrocketed. But this 1-year hiatus in 
the murder rate may be over. In just 
the first 12 weeks of 2008, 17 trade 
unionists have already been assas-
sinated. 

Like many of my House colleagues, I 
have traveled to Colombia several 
times in the past 7 years. I have gone 
to Putumayo, not just to fly over fumi-
gated territory, but to meet with hun-
dreds of human rights victims and 
campesinos on the ground. I have been 
to Barrancabermeja, Sincelejo and 
Popayan. 
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I have traveled to San Jose de 

Apartado and to Arauca, where vio-
lence from all armed actors reigns su-
preme and community leaders are mur-
dered like flies. I have visited the 
slums of Bogota where the poor and the 
internally displaced struggle to sur-
vive. 

I spent hours in meetings with 
human rights groups, with families 
whose loved ones are held in brutal 
captivity by the FARC and with vic-
tims of violence by the paramilitaries 
and the Colombian army. 

I have met with the constitutional 
court, religious and labor leaders, with 
indigenous peoples and Afro-Colom-
bians and dozens of government and 
military officials. There is so much 
more to Colombia than the administra-
tion’s day and a half excursion tours to 
Medellin and Cartagena. 

Congress must insist upon improve-
ments in human rights in Colombia 
and not paint a rosy picture simply to 
secure a trade agreement. U.S. policy 
must take responsibility for the behav-
ior of Colombian behavior forces 
trained with U.S. tax dollars, take into 
account the continued suffering of the 
civilian population in the midst of an 
ongoing conflict and support the rights 
of victims after a decade of atrocities. 

I remain dedicated to the Colombian 
people. I will never advocate walking 
away from Colombia. I also strongly 
support the right of the Speaker of the 
House to take up trade agreements 
when it makes the most sense to do so. 

I urge my colleagues to adopt this 
rule and to remain engaged with Co-
lombia on these important issues. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, for a 
unanimous consent request in opposi-
tion to this Hugo Chavez rule, I yield 
to my friend from Michigan (Mr. 
CAMP). 

(Mr. CAMP of Michigan asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) 

Today’s vote to delay consideration of the 
U.S.-Colombia free trade agreement is nothing 
short of the majority party playing politics and 
catering to their special interests. The actions 
of the majority remind me of those of a school 
yard bully—when losing, simply change the 
rules of the game. We should reject these 
changes, and we should honestly and fairly 
debate the merits of this deal. 

It’s ironic that the majority party is delaying 
a vote on the agreement because by and 
large it benefits American workers most. The 
United States already grants Colombia duty- 
free access to U.S. markets. Colombian goods 
cross our borders virtually tariff-free. But, 80 
percent of American made consumer prod-
ucts, and none of our agricultural products that 
we send to Colombia enjoy that same duty- 
free access. This is a one-way street. The 
U.S.-Colombia free trade agreement would re-
move the tariffs on American products and 
create an even playing field for our workers. 

I am disappointed to see the Speaker stand 
in the way of lowering tariffs on American 
products. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to a member of the Committee 
on Ways and Means, who is a strong op-

ponent of this Hugo Chavez rule, the 
gentleman from Shreveport, Louisiana 
(Mr. MCCRERY). 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
strongly oppose this extraordinary, un-
precedented, and, I believe, dangerous 
change to the House Rules. 

Congress first gave trade promotion 
authority to the President in 1974, in 
order to allow him to engage directly 
with our competitors around the world 
to level the playing field, eliminate 
barriers to American exports and cre-
ate jobs for American workers. 

Passing this rule would undermine 
that authority and damage United 
States credibility abroad because our 
trading partners could rightfully ques-
tion the commitments of our govern-
ment in negotiating trade agreements. 
I have heard it said that this rule will 
allow us to consider this agreement 
this year after the election, but what 
this rule would do is to eliminate the 
uncertainty under TPA that Congress 
will vote on this agreement. 

It doesn’t guarantee a vote by any 
time certain. It doesn’t push the vote 
off until after the election. It simply 
turns off the clock entirely. 

Even postponing congressional con-
sideration of this agreement does tre-
mendous damage to America’s com-
petitiveness. Right now Canada, the 
European Union, are completing trade 
agreements with Colombia. As a result, 
they will gain a competitive advantage 
over American products. 

b 1230 
Colombia will buy tractors, mining 

equipment and fertilizer from Canada, 
France, and Germany, instead of from 
Illinois, Georgia, and Texas. 

Chairman RANGEL, my good friend, 
said nobody is talking about the eco-
nomic benefits, they are all talking 
about Hugo Chavez. Well, my good 
friend knows that is not the case. And 
besides, the reason we are not talking 
about it all that much is because it is 
a no-brainer from an economic stand-
point. I am mystified as to why any 
Member would oppose this agreement 
when all it does is level the playing 
field for American workers. 

Today, American workers compete 
against imports from Colombia that 
enter our country virtually duty free, 
while our exports going to Colombia 
face high tariffs. This agreement elimi-
nates those obstacles to our goods and 
services and supports American jobs. 

I agree with Chairman RANGEL’s as-
sessment last month that denying a 
vote on this agreement wouldn’t help 
address the concerns about labor vio-
lence in Colombia. In fact, this agree-
ment would help Colombian labor 
unions. The agreement includes robust, 
enforceable international labor organi-
zation core labor standards, standards 
included with the strong support of the 
Democratic leadership to require Co-
lombia to continue the tremendous 
progress it has made to improve labor 
rights. 

I plead with my colleagues today: Do 
not make a vote which will undermine 

the credibility of the United States, 
making it more difficult for any future 
administration to eliminate barriers to 
the sale of products made by us. Vote 
‘‘no’’ on this rule. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT), a 
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, we cer-
tainly do need a balanced, enlightened 
trade policy. But this debate is not 
about trade, it is about the guiding 
principle of the Bush Administration— 
arrogance—arrogance that has served 
our country so poorly. 

This President, personally pro-
claiming himself to be a ‘‘uniter, not a 
divider’’ at the beginning, quickly 
transformed himself into the ‘‘de-
cider.’’ And that lone decider has un-
leashed one divisive, disastrous deci-
sion after another on our land. Mr. 
CHENEY’s current chief of staff, he 
summed up this attitude very directly: 
‘‘We’re going to push and push and 
push until some larger force is going to 
make us stop.’’ Well today, our Speak-
er, backed up by this House, says 
‘‘Stop.’’ 

The go-it-alone, disdain for allies, 
dismissal of anyone who has a different 
point of view, has left this White House 
isolated. It has left us with a disas-
trous war, and now Mr. Bush’s reces-
sion. 

We’ll secure a more responsible, en-
lightened trade policy, but we won’t se-
cure it until we trade it for a new 
President. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield 11⁄2 minutes to my Rules 
Committee colleague, the gentleman 
from Pasco, Washington, who is vigor-
ously opposed to this Hugo Chavez 
rule. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my friend from Cali-
fornia for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to stop this un-
precedented attempt to rewrite trade 
laws and jeopardize fair trade for our 
American farmers. 

Washington State is the most trade- 
dependent State in the Nation. One in 
three Washington jobs is tied to inter-
national trade. Since 1991, Colombia 
has had open, free entry into the U.S. 
for many of their products, while steep 
tariffs block our farmers’ access into 
Colombia. 

This agreement would immediately, 
immediately, Mr. Speaker, eliminate 
tariffs for Washington State apples, 
cherries, pears, wheat, beef, and more. 
If the issue is the economy, what bet-
ter way to stimulate our Nation’s econ-
omy than to level the playing field and 
wipe out unfair trade barriers for our 
farmers. 

Mr. Speaker, Representatives and 
Senators are elected to vote, so let’s do 
our job and vote on the Colombia 
agreement. What the House is now con-
sidering is an effort to delay, to hide, 
to slam the door, shut the door on free 
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and fair trade that millions of Ameri-
cans’ jobs depend on. I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on this Hugo Cha-
vez rule. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. WELCH), a 
valued member of the Rules Com-
mittee. 

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank our distinguished Chair. 

There is a fundamental issue that we 
face in this rule, and it is this: Does 
Congress cede its authority under the 
Constitution to the executive, or does 
it exercise it? 

Mr. Speaker, from a distance—I have 
only been here a little over a year—I 
watched with dismay as a citizen, see-
ing Congress year after year relinquish 
its authority, turn that over to the ex-
ecutive, not do its job of accountability 
and oversight, not do its job on trade, 
essentially not exercise the constitu-
tional authority that we are custodians 
of, each and every one of the 435 Mem-
bers who have been elected. 

The President exercised his preroga-
tive under a rule that was enacted by 
this House in 1974, but against the ad-
vice of the Speaker and against the ad-
vice of the Senate majority leader. The 
President did what he could do, and 
that is send over on his own timetable 
a trade agreement when it wasn’t 
ready to be considered. 

And the Speaker, in her judgment, 
and I support this, stood up for the pre-
rogatives of this legislative branch, 
where we have the responsibility to be 
the final voice of the people who sent 
us here. 

The bottom line question is: Will 
Congress assert the authority that it 
has under the Constitution? 

We can exercise it. The best cir-
cumstances, we do it in cooperation 
and in consultation with the executive. 
But if it is unilateral, a my-way-or-the- 
highway approach that has been so 
often employed by this chief executive, 
then it becomes incumbent upon us to 
stand up and assert the constitutional 
responsibility we have. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, to speak 
in opposition to this Hugo Chavez rule, 
I am happy to yield 2 minutes to my 
good friend from Marysville, Cali-
fornia, the ranking member of the 
Trade Subcommittee, Mr. HERGER. 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, this pro-
cedural vote, if it is successful, Con-
gress would be rebuffing the Colombia 
agreement through technical gimmicks 
and rejecting a level playing field for 
American workers. 

Colombian workers and producers al-
ready have free access to the U.S. mar-
kets, but we don’t have reciprocity. 
Our manufacturers and farmers need 
this agreement to sell their products, 
create jobs, and compete against for-
eign producers. A vote for this rule is a 
vote against American workers, period. 

Since the agreement was signed near-
ly 500 days ago, congressional Repub-
licans and the White House have tried 
to work with the Democratic majority 

to approve this agreement. We reached 
a bipartisan consensus nearly a year 
ago to ensure congressional consider-
ation of this agreement. 

In sending up the agreement, the 
President said that he was open to con-
tinuing discussions with the Demo-
crats. The Democratic leadership, 
through this rule, has firmly shut the 
door to any discussions. 

Members should be keenly aware of 
the very negative foreign policy rami-
fications of this vote. This rule would 
be cheered by belligerent leftist gue-
rillas abetted by Venezuelan 
strongman Hugo Chavez who seek to 
undermine the democratically elected 
Colombian government with menacing 
ramifications. 

This rule is a public slap in the face 
to a loyal ally at the epicenter of a 
philosophical war between democracy 
and totalitarianism, capitalism, and 
socialism. 

President Uribe made it very clear 
that the best way to support Colom-
bia’s struggle for economic and polit-
ical security is to pass this agreement. 
Today’s action would trounce that plea 
and embolden the foes of democracy. I 
urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Trade. 

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. LEVIN. Trade policy under the 
Bush administration has been badly off 
track. The approach of the administra-
tion and the then-Republican majority 
in Congress was to go their own way 
and dismiss bipartisan effort, starting 
with a side letter to the Jordan FTA 
thwarting enforcement of worker 
rights provisions negotiated by the 
Clinton administration. 

In the cases of Morocco, Bahrain, and 
Oman FTAs, it was left to Democrats 
to negotiate with governments of those 
countries to bring their laws into com-
pliance with international labor stand-
ards before a Congressional vote, with 
no help from the administration. 

And we all remember CAFTA, where 
the administration’s approach was go 
it alone from the beginning through 
the end, with false claims that the 
other nations were already in compli-
ance with international standards. 

And last year, with the loss of a con-
gressional majority, the Bush adminis-
tration was forced to include fully en-
forceable labor and environmental 
standards in the Peru FTA. And when 
Democrats pressed for Peru to bring 
into compliance with the language of 
the agreement, the administration at-
tacked Democrats and refused to even 
participate in the changes that Peru 
made in its legal structure. 

At that time Democrats made clear 
that Colombia was different from Peru 
with the level of violence against 
workers, impunity from prosecution, 
and laws that did not meet inter-

national standards, and that sustain-
able progress was required before con-
sideration. The administration kept on 
insisting that the status quo was good 
enough and has done nothing to ad-
dress these concerns. 

Urged by both the House and Senate 
Democratic leadership not to proceed 
with the Colombia FTA under present 
circumstances, the administration de-
cided once again to go its own way. 
This rule reflects the Speaker’s re-
sponse to assert a congressional role on 
international trade under the Constitu-
tion of the United States of America. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire of the Chair how much time re-
mains. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California has 13 minutes 
remaining, and the gentlewoman from 
New York has 111⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROYCE), 
the ranking member of the Trade Sub-
committee of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, there are 
many reasons why what the majority is 
doing today is gravely harmful to our 
security. Colombia is a close ally under 
siege. And as The Washington Post 
points out today: ‘‘Score this action as 
a boost to Venezuela’s agenda of desta-
bilizing democracy in Colombia.’’ 

By all accounts, the Colombian 
agreement is a big plus for American 
exports and American employment. 
What the majority is doing is giving 
near free-market access to Colombia 
and taking nothing for our workers. 
This agreement would cut tariffs 80 
percent on U.S. beef, and 15 percent on 
U.S.-tractors. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
delighted to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tlewoman from California, the distin-
guished Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, Ms. PELOSI. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlelady for yielding, and I com-
mend her for her very distinguished 
leadership of the Rules Committee and 
for bringing this very important rule 
to the floor today. 

Mr. Speaker, the reason we are here 
today is one I wish could have been 
avoided, and I think it is important to 
put it in context because I have heard 
our colleagues talk about the merits of 
the bill or talk about any precedent on 
rules, and I have heard them talk 
about different things. But I think it is 
important to know what brought us 
here today. 

On Monday, I received a call from the 
President of the United States, always 
an honor to receive a call from the 
President. This is after months of our 
going back and forth with members of 
the cabinet and the rest about when 
and if they would send up the Colombia 
Free Trade Agreement. The President 
informed me that he would be sending 
the bill over the next day. 

I recommended against it. I said, Mr. 
President, you shouldn’t send it for 
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two reasons. If you send it and we take 
it up, it will lose. Now you think it is 
very important to pass a Colombia free 
trade agreement, and in the Congress 
we have people who share your view. 
And we have others who share your 
view that we should pass it as soon as 
we address the concerns of America’s 
working people, and others who will 
never be for it. But let’s talk about 
what the possibilities are for passing 
it, and those possibilities are greatly 
diminished if you send that bill to the 
Congress under these circumstances. 

Apart from the fact that it would be 
a breach of protocol, and let’s just talk 
about that. A successful trade agenda 
depends on joint partnership between 
the Congress and the administration, 
as was the case recently in the Peru 
Free Trade Agreement. Had the admin-
istration followed the established pro-
tocol of congressional consultation re-
lating to the submission of any free 
trade agreement, we would not have to 
take this action today. 

By his actions on Tuesday, the Presi-
dent abandoned the traditions of con-
sultation that have governed past 
agreement. In fact, the action the 
House takes today is more in keeping 
with the spirit of the rules than the 
White House’s move to force a vote. 

b 1245 
But, as I said, just from a practical 

standpoint, Mr. President, you simply 
don’t have the votes. And if we are to 
try to arrive at a place where the con-
cerns of the American people are ad-
dressed, we need more time to do that. 

I also said what I have said many 
times to the President. If we are going 
to be successful in passing a trade 
agreement, we have to first tell the 
Americans people that we have a posi-
tive economic agenda that addresses 
their aspirations, addresses their con-
cerns about their economic security. 

This bill’s been around for a while, 
and matters have only gotten worse in 
our economy. The former Chair of the 
Fed has said we’re in the throes of a re-
cession. The current Chair of the Fed-
eral Reserve last week, the end of last 
week, testified to Congress that there’s 
a possible recession. 

Many people, I mean, the joblessness 
numbers of last week, again pointed to 
a steeper downturn in our economy. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
Speaker yield for some questions? 

Ms. PELOSI. No. You control your 
time. With all due respect to the gen-
tleman, I’ll use mine. 

The fact is, as I said to the President, 
many people in America now are con-
cerned about their jobs. They’re con-
cerned about losing their homes. Most 
people won’t, but most people are con-
cerned about losing their living stand-
ard. 

When the cost of groceries and gaso-
line and the cost of health care and 
education and other staples continues 
to go up, and the purchasing power of 
the income that people have is either 
stagnant or going down, they have con-
cerns about their economic security. 

So let’s have a timetable for the 
American people. Let’s have a time-
table on our consideration of a trade 
bill that addresses the concerns and is 
compatible with the needs of America’s 
working families. That is, I think, the 
only fair thing to do. 

The President ignored those concerns 
and sent the bill over. I pledged to this 
body, as Speaker of the House, that at 
the appropriate time, if many of these 
concerns are addressed in terms of 
America’s working families, that we 
can take up legislation for such a trade 
agreement. 

Some have concerns about the con-
tent of the agreement. Others have 
concerns about the treatment of labor 
organizers in Colombia, and it’s a real 
concern, and one admitted to by the 
administration and the Colombian 
Government. There are differences of 
opinion as to how this is changing, but 
let’s see how we can work together to 
make that change. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
again if my distinguished California 
colleague would yield. 

Ms. PELOSI. Having control of the 
time, I will retain the control of the 
time, Mr. Speaker. 

The important point here is, whether 
it’s the substance of the bill, whether 
it’s the conditions in Colombia, they 
are to be, obviously, major consider-
ations. 

But what we’re saying to the Presi-
dent, we can’t do much about some of 
these things. We certainly can address 
the provisions in the bill. But I’m not 
here to talk about that now. 

What we can do something about, 
what we haven’t done enough about is 
to send a positive economic agenda 
forth. And these are not difficult. Most 
of what we’re talking to the President 
about are part of what has passed this 
Congress in mostly an overwhelming 
bipartisan way. 

Whether we’re talking about rebuild-
ing the infrastructure of America, 
whether we’re talking about invest-
ments in an innovation agenda, our 
commitment to competitiveness to 
keep America number 1, and that inno-
vation begins in the classroom, and we 
have to have a strong commitment to 
the education of our people, whether 
we’re talking about tax credits for our 
energy bill which we passed here, 
which would immediately create jobs. 
No, if we don’t do it we will lose jobs 
that exist now. Same thing with infra-
structure. If we don’t make those in-
vestments, our projects will have to 
discontinue. But many more are ready. 
Dirt is ready to fly. The projects are in 
the pipeline. 

There is a way to create good-paying 
jobs right here in America. We’ve 
passed the legislation. The vehicles are 
there for us to do it. And at the same 
time, we have to address the concerns 
of those who have lost their jobs, 
whether it’s unemployment insurance 
or summer jobs program for their chil-
dren or other initiatives. 

So this is nothing new. And, in fact, 
the whole idea that we were going into 

recession is nothing new to most fami-
lies across America. It took a while for 
the President and his administration 
to accept that fact, and, when they did, 
we could talk. And when they did, we 
could talk, we could work together, as 
Mr. BOEHNER and I did, with the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, to put together 
a stimulus package that had strong bi-
partisan support, and, as the President 
has said, has not gone into effect yet. 
And when it does, I know it will inject 
demand into the economy, create jobs 
and, I think, stimulate the economy. 

But since we did that, matters have 
only become worse, necessitating the 
need for us to do more. And we cer-
tainly should do more for our economy. 
And we certainly should do more for 
our economy before we pass another 
trade agreement. It’s all possible in the 
days that are before us. 

But instead of having the President’s 
timetable, we have the timetable of the 
House of Representatives, we have a 
timetable for America’s working fami-
lies. 

And nothing that we are doing here 
now should be misconstrued in terms of 
our attitude toward Colombia. Colom-
bia is our friend, is a neighbor in the 
hemisphere. The relationship between 
Colombia and the United States is an 
important one. 

We have concerns about workers in 
Colombia, and we respect the leader-
ship of President Uribe. And as I said 
to the Ambassador yesterday, I hope 
you will convey that message to the 
President, and when you do, I hope you 
will also tell him we congratulate him 
on his excellent representation in the 
United States in ambassador service 
here. 

So this isn’t about ending anything. 
It’s about having a timetable that re-
spects the concerns, the aspirations, 
the challenges faced by the American 
people. We are the people’s House. 
Their timetable should be our time-
table. 

I urge our colleagues to support the 
rule. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 10 seconds before I yield to the 
leader to say that I had hoped to ask 
the Speaker if, in fact, the votes are 
not there, why it is that we had to do 
this the day after the President sent 
this message up, why we could not 
have waited 45 days. It was my hope 
that the Speaker could have answered 
that question for us. Unfortunately, 
she has not. 

With that, I yield 1 minute to the dis-
tinguished Republican leader, our 
friend from West Chester, Ohio (Mr. 
BOEHNER). 

Mr. BOEHNER. Let me thank my 
colleague from California for yielding, 
and say, Mr. Speaker, and to my col-
leagues, that our economy is strug-
gling. Families and businesses are deal-
ing with the rising cost of living, and 
certainly the job market has slowed. 
At a time like this we should be work-
ing together. And as the Speaker said, 
she and I came together and our Mem-
bers came together on both sides of the 
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aisle earlier this year to pass an eco-
nomic growth package. The checks will 
be going out to Americans here begin-
ning in the middle of May and will 
occur, continue to go on through the 
end of July. These checks, again, are 
not out in the marketplace. We hope 
they’ll be out there soon, and we hope 
it will help revive our struggling econ-
omy. 

But the action that’s being taken 
here today is going to do nothing more 
than to hurt American businesses and 
American workers. 

The Speaker earlier went on about 
the fact that the typical protocol here 
was not followed; that the President 
send this bill to the Congress without 
the approval of the Speaker of the 
House. 

Now I think it’s time to set the 
record straight on exactly what has oc-
curred. There have been hundreds and 
hundreds of meetings over the last 15 
months trying to come to an agree-
ment on how this bill shall be consid-
ered. There have been changes made. 
There have been side agreements that 
have come forth as a result of this. 

And over the course of the last six or 
eight weeks, there have been serious 
conversations between the administra-
tion and the Speaker of the House 
about the consideration of the Colom-
bia Free Trade Agreement. And the 
reason this bill was sent up here this 
week was because, not one time over 
these 6 weeks, has the Speaker agreed 
or made a commitment to the adminis-
tration that this bill will be considered 
this year. The President’s been willing 
to work with the Congress. The con-
versations, again, have gone on for 15 
months. But not one time during that 
15 months was there ever a commit-
ment by the Democrat majority to 
bring this bill to the floor for a vote in 
the House. 

I don’t think the President had any 
choice but to bring, to send that free 
trade agreement to the Congress and 
force Congress to act. 

And so what do we do? We don’t go 
try to work to see if we can get the 
votes. We don’t try, in a bipartisan 
way, to move this agreement. No, we’re 
going to go in and cheat. We’re going 
to change the rules under which the 
consideration of this free trade agree-
ment should operate between the 
House and the Senate. We’re not even 
going to give it a chance. 

And anybody that thinks that well, 
we’re just going to push this off for a 
couple of months, that is nonsense. 
This vote today is a vote to kill the Co-
lombia Free Trade Agreement, nothing 
more and nothing less. 

The Speaker points out, well, the 
President did this and, frankly, there 
are other priorities in the House. 

Let me tell you what. When we 
passed the Andean Trade Preferences 
Act earlier this year, virtually every-
thing that comes from Colombia to the 
United States comes here duty-free. 
The Colombian Free Trade Agreement 
would allow U.S. manufacturers, and 

U.S. workers who produce these goods, 
to send our goods to Colombia vir-
tually tariff-free. 

We’re doing nothing here but hurting 
American workers and American busi-
nesses. Why? 

I think the Speaker made it very 
clear. This action today is nothing 
short of political blackmail. The 
Speaker made it clear that she has her 
agenda. She wants the President to 
deal with her on her agenda, and we’re 
not going to move this bill until the 
President deals with her agenda. That 
is not the way to deal with our trading 
partners around the world. 

I’ve listened to candidates that are 
running for President, especially can-
didates on the Democrat side, who have 
talked about the fact that the United 
States needs to be more willing to en-
gage the rest of the world, that we need 
to listen, that we need to reach out to 
countries around the world. There’s 
probably no place that’s more impor-
tant for us to reach out than South 
America. 

Here we have a country in South 
America that’s doing their best to fight 
off terrorists in their own country. A 
message that we could send, not only 
to Colombia, but to the rest of South 
America that we want to engage in 
them, exactly as many of these con-
tenders for the Democrat nomination, 
points that they have made. 

What does this say to Colombia? 
What does it say to South America? 
And what does it say about free and 
fair trade around the world? 

This is a precipitous step in the 
wrong direction. We’re sending a very 
bad message for our partners around 
the world, all in the name of election- 
year politics. I think that it’s regret-
table, it’s despicable. 

If we’re going to have a vote here, 
why don’t we put the Colombian free 
trade bill up for a vote and let the 
House work its will on that bill, be-
cause the fact is, I think it would pass. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO). 

Mr. DEFAZIO. For a Republican mi-
nority, and particularly the gentleman 
from California, who whine day in and 
day out about their inability to offer 
amendments to even the most minor of 
bills, I’ve never seen a group so eager 
to give up their right, in fact, the right 
of every Member of this House to offer 
an amendment to this trade agreement 
in a rush to rubber-stamp yet another 
failed so-called free trade agreement. 

As one Republican pointed out, yeah, 
its been the policy since 1974. Guess 
what? 1974 we were the manufacturing 
colossus of the world. We ran trade sur-
pluses. We had a robust middle class in 
America. It was bad policy then. But 
after 24 years of that bad trade policy, 
our manufacturing’s cut in half. The 
middle class is losing ground. They’re 
unemployed. We’re borrowing $2 billion 
a day from the rest of the world, in-
cluding Communist China, to buy 
things that we used to make here in 

America, and they think we should do 
more of the same. 

I’ve heard this and played this game 
before. I’ve never voted for one. But 
every President since I’ve been here, 
Republican and Democrat, says, hey, 
we negotiated this deal in secret. You 
can’t fail us now. Yeah, it’s got big 
problems, but we’ll fix them later. 

Guess what? Later never comes. Be-
cause this Congress, until today, has 
never had a spine to stand up to the 
special interests that are pushing 
failed trade policies, policies that fail 
the American people to benefit a few 
on Wall Street. This is about Main 
Street. 

The House is growing a spine today. 
This is a great day and the beginning 
of a new trade policy for the American 
people. 

b 1300 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, to speak 
in opposition to this Hugo Chavez rule, 
I’m happy to yield 11⁄2 minutes to my 
very good friend from Morris, Illinois 
(Mr. WELLER). 

(Mr. WELLER of Illinois asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in opposition to this rule. 
Why is Latin America all today watch-
ing this debate in this House? Because 
today the House of Representatives is 
going to tell the world how we treat 
our best friends, how we treat our best 
friend in Latin America. Who is our 
best friend in Latin America? The de-
mocracy of Colombia. Who is Amer-
ica’s most reliable partner in counter-
narcotics and counterterrorism in 
Latin America? The democracy of Co-
lombia. Which elected national leader 
is the most popular elected official in 
all of this hemisphere? The President 
of Colombia, President Uribe. Why? Be-
cause he succeeded in reducing vio-
lence. 

Today, 73 percent of Colombians 
today say they feel more secure and 
more safe prior to President Uribe 6 
years ago. In fact, Colombia today is 
safer than Washington, DC. 

Today, this House will vote to set Co-
lombia aside, and we will turn our back 
on our best friend in Latin America. 
Why again is Latin America watching? 
Because leftist Hugo Chavez and his 
proxies, the narcotrafficking FARC, 
had declared they want to defeat the 
U.S.-Colombia Trade Promotion Agree-
ment. They can’t defeat President 
Uribe at the ballot box, but they want 
to in this Congress. 

The Prime Minister of Canada said it 
best: If the United States turns its 
back on its friends in Colombia, this 
will set back our cause far more than 
any Latin American dictator could 
hope to achieve. 

Our friends in the Democratic major-
ity say this is all about election-year 
politics, but we must understand that 
turning our back on Colombia will 
have long-term consequences for Latin 
America. 
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 

pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois, a member of the 
Ways and Means Committee and Chair 
of the Democratic Caucus, Mr. EMAN-
UEL. 

Mr. EMANUEL. I would like to thank 
my colleague for lending the time. 

Mr. Speaker, we are having a con-
versation here about trade and 
globalization and about how to make 
sure that, in fact, globalization is a 
win-win strategy for the American peo-
ple. And we were talking about Colom-
bia, but what we really are talking 
about is the effects of globalization on 
the American economy. 

And in fact today, if you take a look 
at The Washington Post Business page, 
there’s a new survey out showing the 
middle class feeling worse in this pe-
riod of time than ever before, more 
squeezed by rising costs. Energy is up 
nearly 2 bucks a gallon since 2001. 
Nearly $2 up. Health care costs have 
doubled. College costs are up 64 per-
cent, and yet the median household in-
come in this country shrunk $1,100. The 
middle class are feeling squeezed. 

Globalization can be a good thing. 
Trade can be a good thing. But if you 
don’t have an agenda to make sure 
Americans win in that globalization, 
you’re going to get a squeeze on the 
middle class where they resist the at-
tempts to open up markets to Amer-
ican-made products. 

What we need here, and what we are 
seeking here, is a new deal for the new 
economy for the American workers. 
And that means when health care costs 
are up like that, we make sure there’s 
health care security to the American 
people, which is why it was wrong to 
veto a children’s health care bill for 
America’s children to give 10 million 
children’s parents who work full-time 
health care. 

It is why it is wrong that when we 
have an extension of the hope and life-
time college credit so Americans can 
get to community colleges, can get the 
chances for their kids to go to college, 
it is wrong to allow that tax credit to 
end. 

It is why we are trying to make sure 
that, in fact, American people have a 
retirement security and a universal 
401(k) so those who work full time, 75 
million Americans, who do not have a 
savings plan outside of Social Security 
have in fact a 401(k) like the rest of us. 
It’s an agenda to make sure there is an 
economic security plan. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s time has expired. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. EMANUEL. No conversation 
about trade is ever about trade. It’s 
about the standard of living of the mid-
dle class of this country. 

Globalization could be a good thing if 
you have an agenda, and just trade 
alone is not an agenda to make sure 
that the middle class of this country, 
that built this country since World 
War II are strengthened to compete 
and win in this globalized economy. 

And what we are ensuring today is 
that we have in fact a trade deal that 
is not seen as a cost to the American 
people but seen as an opportunity to 
succeed in that world, and we today are 
making sure that there is a win-win 
strategy to that globalization. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, as I pre-
pare to yield to the Republican whip, 
I’d like to yield for a unanimous con-
sent to my good friend from Con-
necticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

(Mr. SHAYS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SHAYS. I rise in strong opposition to H. 
Res. 1092, which will in effect defeat the U.S.- 
Colombia Free Trade Agreement by post-
poning consideration of the legislation indefi-
nitely. It is more than ironic to me that, at a 
time when our economy has slowed tremen-
dously, Democratic leaders are seeking to de-
rail efforts to enhance our export market, 
which has been one area of strength in our 
economy. 

The fact is, this trade agreement will help 
U.S. manufacturers and high tech service pro-
viders export to Colombia, a great friend and 
ally, where many of our products face tariffs. 
If any country deserves our support for aiding 
efforts to build a stable economy, it is Colom-
bia. The Government has taken great strides 
in preventing attacks by paramilitary groups, 
and if we are ever going to curtail drug pro-
duction from Colombia, it will be because of a 
stable economy, which free trade helps create. 

I urge my colleagues who support economic 
growth, free trade and better relations with our 
neighbor to reject this misguided resolution 
and keep the Colombia free trade agreement 
on track. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, with that, 
I would like to yield 3 minutes to my 
good friend from Springfield, Missouri, 
who will vigorously oppose this Hugo 
Chavez rule. 

Mr. BLUNT. I thank the gentleman. 
I, too, vigorously oppose this rule. It 

seems to me the House today is doing 
two things that this Congress has done 
too often. One is, if you don’t like the 
rules, you change the rules; and two is, 
we continue to take actions that re-
duce confidence in dealing with the 
United States. When you change the 
rules, other countries just simply don’t 
want to deal with you. 

Five hundred days since this treaty, 
this agreement was negotiated in good 
faith. Changes made sense then in ele-
ments that dealt with the environment 
and labor that the Colombians went 
back at our request to make. Sixteen 
months of talking to the leaders of the 
majority about what was the best day 
to bring this agreement, now 500 days 
old, to the floor of the House, and it’s 
going to happen today or it’s appar-
ently not going to happen anytime in 
the near future. 

We had no trade agreements before 
we went to the process of Trade Pro-
motion Authority because nobody 
wants to trade with you if they don’t 
think you’re dealing in good faith. No-
body wants to deal with you if they 
don’t think you’re dealing in good 
faith. 

This is about jobs. It is about middle- 
class jobs that my good friend from Il-
linois just talked about. I mean, how 
much more middle-class jobs could you 
try to provide than you provide when 
we open their market to us? Seventeen 
years ago we opened our market to 
them. This is not a debate about 
whether we can compete with Colom-
bian products or whether their workers 
are being treated fair. Their workers 
already make products that come in 
here every day with virtually no tariff. 

This agreement would let our work-
ers send products there with no tariff. 
Eighty percent immediately would 
have no tariff. Very quickly, 100 per-
cent would have no tariff. The 8,600 
Caterpillar jobs in Illinois would be 
sending their products to Colombia 
without the 15 percent tariff. Why 
wouldn’t we want to give those 8,600 
labor union workers a 15 percent ad-
vantage that they don’t have today? 

When you change the rules, bad 
things can happen. This is about manu-
facturing jobs. It’s about union jobs. 
It’s about middle-class jobs. And of 
course, it is about our closest ally in 
South America, the second biggest 
country in South America, a country 
that for 17 years has had access to our 
markets and, in the last decade, has 
worked closely with us to try to solve 
their problems and the problems of this 
hemisphere. 

This is a huge mistake today. It is 
the wrong signal to send not just to Co-
lombia but anybody who’s thinking 
about working with the United States 
of America. You have got to deal with 
countries in good faith. We are not 
doing that. We are not dealing with our 
own workers in good faith. I hope we do 
everything we can to defeat this rule. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
delighted to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from California (Mrs. 
CAPPS). 

Mrs. CAPPS. I thank my colleague. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 

of H. Res. 1092. Colombia is an ally and 
a friend, and I commend President 
Uribe for reducing violence and unrest 
in Colombia. However, Colombia still 
leads the world in trade unionist mur-
ders. According to Human Rights 
Watch, 17 have been killed this year 
alone and more than 400 over the last 6 
years. Hardly any of these murders 
have been investigated or prosecuted. 

This is not only about human rights. 
This is about domestic responsibility. 
How can we trade away jobs when un-
employment is climbing and our econ-
omy is in recession? We need to expand 
and strengthen trade adjustment as-
sistance. We must educate and train 
American workers to better compete in 
the global economy. 

The President had a choice. He chose 
to force a vote, and today he is getting 
that vote: a vote declaring that strong- 
arming Congress will not work, a vote 
for American workers and their fami-
lies, a vote for human rights. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
and stand up for workers’ families both 
here at home and in Colombia. 
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Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this 

time I would be happy to yield to one 
of the greatest proponents of free 
trade, a member of the Ways and 
Means Committee, the gentleman from 
The Woodlands, Texas (Mr. BRADY). 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
America’s status in the world has 
never been smaller than this day. Who 
could imagine the world’s largest econ-
omy cowering from Colombia behind 
the calls of protectionism? Who could 
imagine the world’s greatest democ-
racy too frightened to even debate, 
even consider this agreement. Who 
could imagine that this Congress would 
send a signal to the world that we are 
not just an unreliable leader in trade, 
we are an unreliable negotiator in 
trade? It is embarrassing and it is dan-
gerous. And it will cost America jobs. 

Today, Colombia can sell their prod-
ucts into America with no tariffs, no 
restrictions. But when we try to sell 
our products, we find barriers and 
costs. My workers in Texas want to 
know why can they buy products in Co-
lombia at the local mall but we can’t 
sell our products around the world? Co-
lombia is a strong trading partner. 
They have reduced violence. They have 
embraced the rule of law. They are a 
strong ally. They deserve an up-or- 
down vote this year. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I thank 
the gentlelady from New York, and I 
am so much in favor of this process 
that I had to bring two constitutional 
books to the floor to be seen by my col-
leagues. 

I support this initiative because it re-
stores the constitutional authority to 
this floor and to the Speaker of the 
House. And for someone who has voted 
for trade bills that are fair, I ask my 
colleagues to recognize that we have an 
obligation to the American people. For 
if we look at the month of March, the 
third month of declining numbers of 
U.S. jobs, with losses widespread across 
all sectors and the biggest losses com-
ing in construction and manufacturing, 
the experts, including Federal Chair-
man Ben Bernanke and former Federal 
Chairman Alan Greenspan, have con-
firmed the serious challenges to the 
United States economy. One former 
Labor Secretary has also uttered the 
word ‘‘depression.’’ 

This is an opportunity for us to be 
able to establish our authority on the 
floor to work through legislation and 
to ask the question of my friends on 
the other side of the aisle, if trade bills 
are so effective, why are we losing 
jobs? Why are people without employ-
ment? Why are we in this economic cri-
sis? 

And so we are standing up for Amer-
ican workers. We are standing up for 
the workers in Colombia. I have the 
greatest respect for President Uribe. I 

look forward to working on legislation 
that addresses the labor concerns of 
working-class indigenous Colombians, 
and this is a two-way street. My 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
cannot prove that ignoring the Con-
stitution will get us jobs. 

Vote for this resolution. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of H. 

Res. 1092, the rule for consideration of H.R. 
5724 implementing the United States-Colom-
bia Trade Promotion Agreement. I would like 
to thank Speaker PELOSI for her exemplary 
leadership on this important issue and for 
bringing this rule to the floor today. 

Mr. Speaker, it is vital to delay the consider-
ation of the Colombia Free Trade Agreement, 
FTA. The Republican-controlled 109th Con-
gress recklessly allowed the President to pre-
cipitously pass free trade agreements without 
sufficient consideration of the impact on our 
economy and hard-working Americans and 
without ensuring that the labor rights of work-
ers are protected in the country seeking the 
FTA. Today more than ever, with our economy 
suffering from a substantial downturn, which 
includes rising unemployment and a housing 
foreclosure crisis, it is imperative that the 
Democratic-controlled 110th Congress con-
tinue our practice of providing sufficient con-
sideration of free trade agreements prior to 
their implementation. 

Mr. Speaker, I had the pleasure of visiting 
Colombia last year, and I am extremely con-
cerned about the ongoing oppression of Afro- 
Colombian populations. Afro-Colombians face 
the same social barriers that all Afro-Latinos 
face around Latin America; social 
marginalization, lack of access to health care, 
lack of educational opportunities, lack of work-
force opportunities. In Colombia, however, this 
marginalization is intensified by the ongoing 
conflict. The effects of the armed conflict, spe-
cifically forced displacement, in Colombia falls 
disproportionately on the back of Afro-Colom-
bians. In fact, Colombia’s highest rate of dis-
placement in 2003 was recorded in the Chocó 
region, where approximately 75 percent of the 
population is Afro-Colombian. Because Afro- 
Colombians largely inhabit areas that have 
been neglected by the federal government, 
they have been extremely appealing targets 
for narco-traffickers, guerilla insurgent groups, 
and paramilitary forces. Afro-Colombians have 
been forcibly and violently displaced, and they 
continue to face a range of human rights 
abuses that go uninvestigated by the judicial 
system. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the Colombian 
Government must be more active protecting 
and promoting the rights of Afro-Colombian 
populations. This must take the shape of pro-
viding more access to health care and edu-
cation, especially for internally displaced per-
sons. Additionally, more security must be es-
tablished in typically neglected regions. 

H. Res. 1092, as reported by the House 
Rules Committee, provides that two sections— 
section 151(e)(1) and section 151(f)(1)—of the 
Trade Act of 1974 shall not apply in the case 
of H.R. 5724, to implement the United States- 
Colombia Trade Promotion Agreement. In ef-
fect, Mr. Speaker, this rule will suspend the re-
quirement that the Colombia Free Trade 
Agreement be considered within 60 legislative 
days in the House. It will give Congress the 
prerogative to schedule a vote on this piece of 
legislation, working with labor and many other 

groups concerned about American workers 
and fair trade. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that rushing this leg-
islation to the floor would be an incredible mis-
take. We are currently in the midst of an eco-
nomic downturn, with numbers released last 
Friday showing a sharp increase in the num-
ber of jobless Americans. According to these 
numbers, the number of jobs outside the agri-
cultural sector fell by 80,000 last month, a fig-
ure that represents the biggest drop in nearly 
five years. 

March is the third month of declining num-
bers of U.S. jobs, with losses widespread 
across all sectors and the biggest losses com-
ing in construction and manufacturing. The ex-
perts, including Fed Chairman Ben Bernanke 
and Former Fed Chairman Alan Greenspan, 
have confirmed the serious challenges facing 
the United States economy. 

Mr. Speaker, now is the time to strengthen 
the American economy. This Congress must 
put American workers first. I believe that, 
through bipartisan negotiations coupled with 
urgent action taken to repair the struggling 
American economy, we can create the condi-
tions for a successful free trade deal with Co-
lombia. However, Mr. Speaker, this will take 
time. 

Instead of working with Congress to address 
the legitimate and serious economic concerns 
of the American people, the President has en-
gaged in highly partisan politics to attempt to 
ram this legislation through the Congress. On 
Tuesday, President Bush took the unprece-
dented step of sending his Colombia trade 
deal to Congress without following established 
protocols of congressional consultation. By en-
gaging in this political maneuver, the President 
has forced Congress to take this action. 

The rule we are considering today would re-
move the fast-track timeline for the Colombia 
free-trade agreement. By doing so, this rule 
returns the role, provided by the Constitution, 
of scheduling considering of measures to the 
Congress. The authority to do so is provided 
in the Fast Track law, PL 107–210, which ex-
plicitly recognizes ‘‘the constitutional right of 
either House to change the rules (so far as re-
lating the procedures of that House) at any 
time, in the same manner, and to the same 
extent as any other rule of that House.’’ 
Today, we are doing exactly that. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe there are a number 
of issues that need to be addressed before a 
free trade deal with Colombia is approved. In 
addition to the concerns about the American 
economy and American workers, trade legisla-
tion should also benefit the people of Colom-
bia, particularly the working classes. I remain 
concerned about many ongoing abuses in Co-
lombia that, in my opinion, make such a deal 
inappropriate at this time. In particular, I am 
concerned about the suppression of labor 
rights in Colombia and the targeted killing of 
labor organizers. Two Foreign Affairs sub-
committees, the Subcommittee on Inter-
national Organizations, Human Rights, and 
Oversight and the Subcommittee on the West-
ern Hemisphere, held a hearing last June 
about the ongoing pattern of labor violence in 
Colombia, and I would like to see many of the 
issues raised in that hearing addressed before 
a trade deal with Colombia is signed. 

I believe that President Alvaro Uribe Velez 
has, since taking office in August 2002, made 
important strides toward establishing state 
control throughout the country, to revitalize the 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:00 Apr 11, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00019 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\K10AP7.040 H10APPT1w
w

oo
ds

2 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

68
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2186 April 10, 2008 
economy, and to combat corruption. I also be-
lieve that a fair free trade agreement can im-
mensely benefit the people of Colombia. Co-
lombia continues to face severe income dis-
parities, coupled with poverty and inadequate 
social services. According to World Bank esti-
mates, 65 percent of Colombia’s population 
lives below the poverty line. Poverty in rural 
areas is particularly severe, with rates in these 
regions approaching 80 percent, and the 
World Bank estimates that 38 percent of rural 
residents do not have access to potable water, 
and 68 percent do not have access to sewage 
treatment services. In addition, Colombia’s 
rural areas have an estimated illiteracy rate of 
15 percent. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe we must work to-
gether to develop and pass a trade bill that 
will benefit the American economy, and that 
will also trickle down to benefit all levels of 
Colombian society. I was proud to cosponsor 
and to vote for the Trade and Development 
Act of 2000, which included the Caribbean 
Basin Trade Partnership Act. This legislation 
expanded the Caribbean Basin Initiative, 
which is intended to facilitate the economic 
development and export diversification of the 
Caribbean Basin economies. I supported this 
initiative because it not only benefited Amer-
ican workers and the American economy, but 
it also carried true benefits for the people of 
the target nations. I am proud to vote for fair 
free trade legislation that will benefit workers 
both here and abroad. 

Mr. Speaker, I support this rule because it 
will return to Congress its constitutionally 
granted power to schedule consideration of 
legislation, and it will give us the flexibility nec-
essary to hold bipartisan negotiations regard-
ing this legislation. I urge my colleagues to put 
the American economy and American workers 
first during this financially uncertain time, and 
to support the passage of H. Res. 1092. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, as I yield 
1 minute to my friend from Wash-
ington, I would say to my friend from 
Texas that if she turns to page 1,136 of 
the book that she held up, she would 
see that that has the rule we are abro-
gating with this vote that we are about 
to take. 

With that, I yield 1 minute to my 
good friend from Auburn, Washington 
(Mr. REICHERT). 

Mr. REICHERT. As a representative 
from the State of Washington, the 
most dependent State on trade in the 
Nation, I strongly urge my colleagues 
to reject this unprecedented rule and 
allow the Colombian Free Trade Agree-
ment to come to the floor to a vote. I 
traveled to Colombia last weekend to 
see firsthand the progress that country 
is making. I met with union members 
who support this agreement. I met 
with union members who oppose this 
agreement. I met with President Uribe. 
I met with the labor minister. I met 
with the attorney general there. I met 
with the people who have been dis-
armed and left the paramilitary orga-
nizations. I met with shantytown resi-
dents. 

You want to talk about human 
rights? Those people are the poorest 
people in the world. Those are the peo-
ple we can help with this agreement. 

b 1315 

Not only can we help poor people 
here in the United States of America, 
but this is designed to help poor people, 
struggling people in Colombia. Human 
rights, ladies and gentlemen, is world-
wide. When we give them jobs, we give 
them hope. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, may 
I inquire from my colleague how many 
requests for time he has remaining. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
long list of people here I would say to 
my friend, the distinguished Chair of 
the Committee on Rules. 

May I inquire how much time we 
have remaining, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California has 43⁄4 minutes 
remaining. The gentlewoman from New 
York has 5 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DREIER. May I inquire of my 
friend how many speakers she has re-
maining. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I have one more, 
who is not presently on the floor. So I 
will reserve my time. 

Mr. DREIER. Well, I would be happy 
to use the 5 minutes if the gentle-
woman would like to yield me 5 min-
utes because we’ve got lots of people 
who feel strongly about that, and I 
know we could expand our thoughts on 
this with your 5 minutes. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I think I’ll reserve 
it. Thank you very much for the offer. 

Mr. DREIER. Just thought I would 
offer it as a possibility for consider-
ation. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to my 
very good friend from Miami, who is 
the distinguished ranking member of 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. I thank the 
gentleman for the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I deeply regret the ef-
fort today to postpone timely action on 
the U.S.-Colombia Free Trade Agree-
ment. For over a year, advocates of 
this agreement have worked tirelessly 
with our counterparts to bring it to the 
floor for an up-or-down vote. 

We have the power to make a dif-
ference. We can make a difference not 
only here at home, but in Colombia and 
throughout the hemisphere as well. Co-
lombia is a close ally, fighting our 
common enemy of drugs and antidemo-
cratic regimes in the region. We must 
take a stand for our national security 
and against the growing influence of 
Iran and other rogue states in the 
hemisphere. 

The choice is clear. This rule change 
is nothing but an abdication of respon-
sibility and a decision to leave the hard 
decisions for another day. With the Co-
lombian FTA, American businesses will 
benefit greatly, our ally will be 
strengthened, and our interests in the 
hemisphere will be secured. 

I urge my colleagues to join me and 
vote ‘‘no’’ against this procedural vote. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I continue to re-
serve. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time, I am happy to yield 1 minute to 

my very good friend and a passionate 
free trader, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. HENSARLING). 

Mr. HENSARLING. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I find it fascinating 
that the Democrat majority this week 
can find time to rename post offices, 
but somehow cannot find the time to 
vote on a trade agreement to help cre-
ate more American jobs. 

We’re talking about a trade agree-
ment to where over 90 percent of Co-
lombian goods come into our country 
duty-free, yet only 3 percent of our 
goods go into their country duty-free. 
We’re trying to level the playing field 
here, Mr. Speaker. We’re trying to cre-
ate more American jobs. What could be 
more fair? 

Mr. Speaker, I had an opportunity to 
sit down with the Fed Chairman this 
week. And as we talk about tough eco-
nomic times, we ought to learn the les-
sons of history. And one of the lessons 
of history is that starting a trade war 
can bring about a recession, and that’s 
what we see the Democrats doing. Peo-
ple are struggling to make their pay-
checks stretch. Why don’t we create 
more jobs? Why don’t we level this 
playing field? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
gentleman an additional 15 seconds. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, 
when we’re talking about our ally, Co-
lombia, Hugo Chavez wants this trade 
agreement to never see the light of 
day, and our Democrat colleagues 
agree. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I will continue to 
reserve. 

Mr. DREIER. May I inquire of my 
friend; so I assume there are no further 
speakers then? 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. My last speaker 
has not yet shown up. 

Mr. DREIER. So I guess I should 
infer from that that there won’t be any 
more speakers, other than your close, I 
presume. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I think that’s ac-
curate. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to my very good friend from 
Fairfax, the distinguished former 
chairman and ranking member of the 
Committee on Government Oversight 
and Reform. 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. I oppose this 
resolution strongly, Mr. Speaker. 

We call this fast track authority for 
a reason. No argument about process 
niceties can change the meaning of 
those words. This is supposed to be a 
deadline for a vote in the House. 

The administration has been talking 
and talking, and we think that if they 
didn’t bring this forward, it would 
never come up for a vote at all. This is 
the vote. That’s the very point of the 
requirement we’re being asked to waive 
today. 

Look, the supposed ‘‘failure to con-
sult’’ is just the latest pretext for the 
shameless politicization of free trade 
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policy and the abandonment of a key 
ally. The perverse truth underlying the 
political battle lines over trade that 
this action would harm American in-
terests at home and abroad, in fact, 
American workers would benefit from 
the provisions in this agreement much 
more than their Colombian brothers 
and sisters. 

Colombia already has access to the 
U.S. market under the Andean Free 
Trade Agreement. This opens 80 per-
cent of Colombian markets that cur-
rently are closed, have high tariffs, to 
American farmers and American manu-
facturers. 

Legislating, like elections, is about 
choices. And changing the rules, mov-
ing the goal line beyond reach is the 
wrong choice on the Colombia Free 
Trade Agreement. 

Mr. DREIER. I would again inquire of 
the distinguished Chair of the Com-
mittee on Rules if, in fact, there are 
going to be any other speakers on the 
other side of the aisle. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. There are none. 
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself the balance of the time to sim-
ply say that this has been a very inter-
esting debate. Unfortunately, our col-
leagues on the other side have put for-
ward some, well, let’s say some inac-
curacies. The fact of the matter is that 
over the last 4 years, when this process 
began, the administration has been 
working very closely with hundreds 
and hundreds of meetings in a bipar-
tisan way to come together so that we 
can do what both Democrats and Re-
publicans alike have said that they 
want to do, strengthen our ties within 
this hemisphere and do what we can to 
ensure that we bring about an agree-
ment which will work to create jobs 
right here in the United States. 

The distinguished ranking member of 
the Ways and Means Committee has 
just reminded me of the fact that every 
country with which we have a free 
trade agreement, every single country, 
we enjoy a surplus of trade, a trade 
surplus. So the notion that pursuing 
these FTAs somehow costs us jobs is 
preposterous, and the facts don’t hold 
it up. 

One of our friends on the other side 
of the aisle, the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. DEFAZIO), talked about the 
fact that we were the manufacturing 
giant in 1974, 34 years ago, when fast 
track authority was put into place. 
And I will tell him that today we are 
still the world’s manufacturing giant. 
In 1974, we had a $1.5 trillion economy; 
today, we have a $14.1 trillion econ-
omy. 

So as was said by the Republican 
leader, Mr. BOEHNER, this is a no- 
brainer, as Mr. MCCRERY said, this is a 
no-brainer economically. We need to 
recognize that if we as a Nation are 
going to maintain our leadership role, 
we have to shape it. 

Vote ‘‘no’’ on this horrible Hugo Cha-
vez rule, Mr. Speaker. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
need to put on the record the fact that 
America is not the manufacturing 
giant. China is the manufacturing 
giant, followed by India. 

Mr. DREIER. Would the gentle-
woman yield? 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. No. I would like to 
have my time to close. 

The people who talk today about free 
trade never mention fair trade. That’s 
been a problem for me for a long time. 
If it has not affected their economy, 
they’re very lucky. 

I happen to represent an economy 
that has been greatly affected by trade 
policies that did nothing for the Amer-
ican workers, that did nothing to 
produce more jobs. The idea that we 
would again continue to follow that 
failed policy surprised me. 

But the most important thing today, 
we are not debating the Colombia-U.S. 
Free Trade Compact. What we are de-
bating today is whether or not the 
House of Representatives is going to 
take back what it is entitled to take 
back, and that is, responsibility for 
scheduling matters that come to the 
floor for consideration. It is a very im-
portant point. We are perfectly entitled 
to do it under the law. It affects the 
Senate not a whit. 

And I am proud, frankly, to say again 
that our prerogatives, which have been 
slipping away from us for the past 12 
years, all the Congress’ prerogatives 
going to the executive department, 
that has to stop. And I not only want 
to stop this one, I would like to regain 
some of the abilities that we have lost 
already to represent the people who 
send us here. 

I urge everyone to vote ‘‘yes’’ on this 
rules change today. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, Article 1, sec-
tion 8 of the U.S. Constitution grants Congress 
the power to regulate commerce with foreign 
nations. Through the years, Congress has rec-
ognized the President’s role in negotiating 
trade deals and has granted the President a 
great deal of leeway with regard to trade. Con-
gress, however, must ratify every trade deal, 
and the President has a great deal of respon-
sibility to work with elected members of the 
legislative branch before pressing forward with 
any negotiated trade agreement. 

One power Congress has occasionally au-
thorized for the President is the so-called ‘‘fast 
track’’ negotiating authority. ‘‘Fast track’’ per-
mits the President to negotiate a trade agree-
ment while giving Congress an opportunity to 
ratify the agreement without amendment and 
within a certain time frame. ‘‘Fast track’’ allows 
the House and the Senate to set its own rules 
with respect to considering a trade agreement 
under these expedited conditions. In Novem-
ber 2006, using its ‘‘fast track’’ powers, the 
Administration signed a Trade Promotion 
Agreement with the South American country of 
Colombia. 

In June 2007, I visited Colombia and met 
with President Uribe, other Colombian leaders, 
and U.S. embassy and military professionals 
serving there. Through the years, I have been 
extremely skeptical about U.S. involvement in 
Colombia’s civil war and have voted in the 
House to reduce U.S. military aid to that coun-

try. That said, Colombia is an important ally of 
the United States and the trade agreement ne-
gotiated between the U.S. and Colombia is 
worthy of support. Should it pass, most U.S. 
exports to Colombia—including Missouri’s ag-
ricultural exports—will enter that country duty- 
free. Under current law, nearly all Colombian 
goods enter the U.S. duty-free. 

On April 8, 2008, the Administration took the 
unprecedented step of delivering the Colombia 
Trade Promotion Agreement to Congress with-
out having fully consulted with the House and 
the Senate. In my view, the Administration’s 
maneuver seriously jeopardizes prospects for 
the trade agreement’s passage in the House. 
Without bipartisan support, I am convinced the 
House would reject it, sending a negative 
message to Colombia and derailing important 
benefits to Missouri agriculture that would be 
brought with the deal. 

Mr. Speaker, in an effort to give Congress 
more time to review the Colombia Trade Pro-
motion Agreement and to prevent an embar-
rassing defeat of the agreement on the House 
floor, I will vote today to delay its consider-
ation. I remain hopeful that the agreement can 
be considered before the end of the 110th 
Congress. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H. Res. 1092 and urge my colleagues 
to vote for this resolution. 

The Administration would like to force this 
Congress to take up the U.S.-Colombia Free 
Trade Agreement, FTA, before August. 

This resolution will allow Congress, not the 
Administration, to decide if and when this body 
should take legislative action on the U.S.-Co-
lombia FTA. 

I strongly oppose the U.S.-Colombia FTA. 
This is yet another flawed, NAFTA-style, trade 
deal that harms workers in the United States 
and in Colombia. 

Our workers and our communities have 
been devastated by our flawed trade policies. 
Since 2001, over three million valuable manu-
facturing jobs have been lost due to the 
NAFTA model of trade, now being perpetuated 
in the U.S.-Colombia FTA. 

In Ohio, where we have lost more than 
236,000 high-paying manufacturing jobs, we 
know the realities of these failed trade policies 
all too well. 

The actual number is much higher because 
we have not included job loss in the service 
sector and supply chain that we cannot ac-
count for. Excluded are local businesses, such 
as restaurants, just down the road from closed 
manufacturing facilities that are forced to close 
their doors. The ripple effect includes a loss of 
health care and college educations. 

Trade agreements should be responsible. 
The U.S.-Colombia FTA continues the de-
structive trade policies that spur the exodus of 
well paying jobs and undermine the ability of 
working people to protect their living stand-
ards. That is not a responsible trade deal. 

Trade agreements that fail to enforce worker 
rights are irresponsible. Approximately 2,300 
labor organizers, labor leaders and union 
members have been murdered in Colombia 
since 1991. Today, Colombia is still the most 
dangerous country in the world for union 
members. 

In February, an AFL-CIO delegation met 
with leaders of the major Colombian labor fed-
erations. According to the AFL-CIO ‘‘[l]eaders 
of the major Colombian Labor federations told 
the delegation they oppose any free trade deal 
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between the United States and Colombia until 
the government takes strong action to stop the 
violence against trade union members and 
ends assaults on union rights.’’ 

The U.S. must not continue to expand a 
failed trade policy based on the NAFTA 
model. It outsources valuable American jobs 
and accelerates the transfer of capital out of 
the U.S. It is a model that harms workers, 
erodes environmental protections and limits 
access to healthcare for the poor in the coun-
tries we trade with. 

Congress must take a much needed step 
back and bring all parties to the table to exam-
ine how we can fix our broken trade system. 

Common sense suggests that our trade poli-
cies should promote workers’ rights, human 
rights, strong protections for our natural re-
sources and the environment, and expansion 
of Buy American practices that support Amer-
ican competitiveness. What America needs is 
Fair Trade, not Free Trade. 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
support of H. Res. 1092 and against the Co-
lombia Free Trade Agreement. 

Colombia is an ally and friend of the United 
States. I commend President Uribe and his 
government for reducing the violence and un-
rest in Colombia. They have made great 
progress. 

However, Colombia still leads the world in 
trade unionist murders. According to Human 
Rights Watch, 17 have been killed this year 
alone, and more than 400 over the last six 
years. Hardly any of these murders have been 
investigated or prosecuted. 

It would be immoral and irresponsible to 
pass a free trade agreement with Colombia 
while these conditions persist. But this is not 
only about human rights. This is about domes-
tic responsibility. 

How can we trade away jobs when unem-
ployment is climbing and our economy sinks 
deeper into recession? Surely, this is not the 
time to rush into another trade agreement. 
Doing so without first strengthening our econ-
omy and helping American workers is just 
plain wrong. 

The global economy is changing rapidly, 
and we need to catch up. We need to expand 
and strengthen Trade Adjustment Assistance. 
We need a Trade Adjustment Assistance pro-
gram that educates and trains the American 
workforce to better compete in the global 
economy. 

Yet the Administration and its allies on the 
Hill have expressed no interest in making this 
program meet the needs of American workers. 
Advancing free trade agreements without first 
addressing the needs of American workers is 
just plain irresponsible. 

We are here today because the President 
has once again chosen confrontation over 
compromise. Like with FISA, the Iraq War and 
countless other important issues, the Presi-
dent has determined that he alone knows 
what’s best and that Congress and everyone 
else should just go along. Of course, his dis-
astrous record over the last 7 years—on the 
economy, jobs, the deficit, health care, dis-
aster relief and our national security, to name 
just a few issues—should make any fair ob-
server pause before deferring to his judgment. 
By unilaterally forcing this issue, the President 
has yet again demonstrated his arrogant dis-
regard for American workers and their fami-
lies. 

The President had a choice. He chose to 
force a vote, and today he is getting that vote. 

This vote will declare that strong-arming Con-
gress will not work. This vote will be a vote for 
human rights. This vote will be a vote for 
American workers and their families. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes,’’ and 
stand up for working families both here at 
home and in Colombia. 

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
express my disappointment that the Members 
of this body have been forced to make such 
a difficult decision with regard to the Colombia 
Free Trade Agreement. As you know, the 
Bush Administration sent this proposed agree-
ment directly to Congress without the level of 
dialogue many of us would liked to have seen 
to ensure we can reach agreement on this 
matter. I fear that the poor and unprecedented 
decision by President Bush to place this mat-
ter before the House of Representatives with-
out the consent of leadership will result in col-
lateral damage to the Trade Promotion Author-
ity protocol that is instrumental in our work to 
promote commerce with other countries. 
Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I am constrained to 
voting ‘‘present,’’ with the hope that continued 
dialogue between Congress and the White 
House will lead to a positive resolution of this 
entire matter. 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, an an-
cient proverb cautions ‘‘Arrogance diminishes 
wisdom.’’ Sadly, this proposal ignores that 
warning, indulging institutional arrogance at 
the expense of wise legislating. Based on the 
transparent facade the President’s transmittal 
of the Colombia Free Trade Agreement vio-
lates a ‘‘protocol,’’ the House today is asked to 
vitiate a law and a process upon which the ad-
ministration, the Congress and the people of 
Colombia have relied in good faith. 

The alleged breach of manners? A claimed 
failure to consult the House on the agreement. 
But, as has been said, consultation has been 
extensive, and those consultations have had 
an impact. The Government of Columbia has 
done a great deal—more than some may have 
thought wise, in fact—to address Democratic 
concerns about human rights, labor orga-
nizing, and other issues. 

It’s called ‘‘fast track authority’’ for a reason. 
No argument about process niceties can 
change the meaning of those words. There is 
supposed to be a deadline for a vote in this 
House. That’s the very point of the require-
ment we’re being asked to waive today. 

In fact, the supposed failure to consult is 
just the latest pretext for the shameless 
politicization of free trade policy and the aban-
donment of a key ally. The perverse truth un-
derlying the political battle lines over trade: 
This action would harm American interests at 
home and abroad. American workers would 
benefit from the provisions in this agreement 
as much or more than their Colombian broth-
ers and sisters. 

This free trade agreement would spark a 
tremendous increase in trade from the United 
States to Colombia. High quality American 
goods like machinery would be available at 
lower prices in Colombia. The agreement 
would therefore create jobs, spur investment, 
and improve our quality of life. The benefit is 
obvious, especially when compared to the 
minimal costs. Over 90 percent of Colombian 
goods already enter the U.S. tariff-free thanks 
to the recently renewed Andean Trade Pref-
erence Act, so we would be sacrificing very lit-
tle. 

There are still subtler yet equally vital rea-
sons to approve the FTA. Colombia is a proud 

democratic ally in Latin America. It is our clos-
est friend in an area filled with nations op-
posed to our shared vision of harmonious rela-
tions. Colombia has also been beset by a dy-
namic Marxist insurgency, funded and suc-
cored by international drug trafficking and kid-
napping. This movement has brought untold 
death, destruction, and other hardships to Co-
lombia. In recent years, however, the tide has 
turned. Owing mostly to the steadfast deter-
mination of Colombians who seek peace, 
guided by the unwaveringly leadership of 
President Álvaro Uribe, and assisted by Amer-
ican funding and advice, the rebels are being 
defeated. I have been to Colombia many 
times, most recently in February, and I have 
seen first-hand the dramatic improvement in 
Colombia’s security situation. By growing and 
diversifying the Colombian economy, the free 
trade agreement would provide further incen-
tive for guerillas to cease their quixotic quest 
for power while also demonstrating the bene-
fits of free trade to those in neighboring coun-
tries whose leaders favor demagoguery while 
letting their economies fall behind. 

Many Democratic leaders who oppose the 
agreement claim they do so because labor 
leaders are endangered in Colombia. This is 
an excuse, not a justification. I applaud the vi-
tally important role played by Colombian labor 
officials. I unalterably oppose actual or threat-
ened violence against them. More importantly, 
I know President Uribe agrees. His govern-
ment has instituted widespread reforms to pro-
tect labor leaders and to promptly, efficiently, 
and legally respond to attacks against them. 
Since 2002, when President Uribe was inau-
gurated, violence directed at labor officials in 
Colombia has fallen 80 percent. These institu-
tional changes and results are precisely what 
Democratic officials in the United States said 
would earn their support for the free trade 
agreement. But now the goal posts have been 
moved. Democratic leaders, beholden to union 
bigwigs, refuse to do the right thing. This sorry 
spectacle will further confirm the views of 
those who believe America’s image abroad is 
deteriorating. 

Make no mistake about it, this action will ef-
fectively kill this agreement, despite empty 
claims to the contrary. Rather than ratify provi-
sions which would significantly improve the 
economies of both the United States and Co-
lombia and solidify relations with a key Amer-
ican ally, the Democratic leadership prefers to 
cravenly supplicate themselves to their polit-
ical allies in Big Labor. 

Colombia has done what was asked of it. 
Now, the Democrats who run Congress should 
opt to help their constituents and aide an im-
portant ally. Legislating, like elections, is about 
choices. And changing the rules, moving the 
goal line beyond reach, is the wrong choice on 
the Colombia Free Trade Agreement. 

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H. Res. 1092. 

It is with careful consideration that I have 
chosen to support this rule removing proce-
dural timetables from House consideration of 
the U.S.-Colombia Free Trade Agreement. 

A vote on this rule is not a vote on the sub-
stance or quality of the Colombia FTA. It is a 
vote in protest of the President’s failure to 
adequately consult the Congress under well- 
established protocols. 

I was one of only a few members of my 
caucus to support trade promotion authority in 
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2002. It is my strong belief that forcing consid-
eration of such measures is not the way ‘‘fast 
track’’ was intended to be utilized. 

The President’s actions place ultimate im-
plementation of the Colombia FTA in great 
jeopardy. A failure of the FTA on the House 
floor would send the worst possible message 
to our friends and allies in Latin America. 

I look forward to working with my colleagues 
here in Congress, as well as with the adminis-
tration, to create the conditions for consider-
ation of this important agreement on its own 
merits. 

For too long, the United States has ne-
glected its friends and allies in Latin America, 
and the Colombia FTA will be a beneficial tool 
for engagement in the region. 

In the midst of growing peace and order in 
Colombia, removing trade barriers between 
our two countries will facilitate Colombia’s 
progress and benefit both of our economies. 

President Uribe and the Colombian people 
continue to face a number of challenges, in-
cluding narco-trafficking and kidnapping by 
guerrilla groups, continued violence committed 
by armed paramilitaries, and the need to pro-
tect the rights of unions and their leaders. I 
have great confidence in his abilities, and I 
look forward to seeing continued progress in 
this regard. 

I also look forward to seeing continued 
progress and bipartisan support for domestic 
economic measures, including additional fund-
ing to stimulate the economy, to provide sup-
port and training for workers, and to address 
housing, energy, and health care. I urge both 
President Bush and my colleagues to recom-
mit themselves to these goals, in order to cre-
ate favorable conditions for consideration of 
the Colombia FTA. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in opposition to this irresponsible rule. The Co-
lombia trade agreement was negotiated under 
trade promotion authority, which clearly speci-
fies that once transmitted to Congress this 
body must take up the agreement within 90 
days. The Government of Colombia negotiated 
this agreement with us in good faith, that we 
would keep our word. Unfortunately the major-
ity now wants to change the rules of the 
game. This is damaging to our relationship 
with Colombia and damages our reputation in 
the world. It shows the world that Congress 
does not keep its word, and this will make any 
other country reluctant to enter into agree-
ments with our nation. This is simply bad for-
eign policy. 

I believe in the benefits of free and fair 
trade. I support efforts to remove tariffs and 
barriers to trade whenever possible and feel 
that such efforts will lead to increased eco-
nomic growth for the nation as a whole. With 
tens of thousands of jobs in my congressional 
district being tied to trade, the expansion of 
trade means a healthy future for a number of 
local businesses, and in turn new jobs for my 
district, and the Nation. 

However, I believe that all trade must be fair 
trade. The Colombian agreement would be fair 
trade. Already, the vast majority of Colombian 
products pay zero tariffs to enter the U.S. mar-
ket. In fact 365 members of this House, many 
of whom now stand opposed to this fair trade 
bill, voted to allow Colombia this open access 
to our markets. It is not defensible to keep 
U.S. producers from the same access to Co-
lombia, that Colombia already has to our mar-
ket. Since 1991, U.S. workers and businesses 

have paid over a billion dollars in tariffs to sell 
their wares in the Colombian market. Every 
day we delay enactment of the Colombia FTA 
we hurt U.S. workers, farmers, and entre-
preneurs who will benefit from opening the 
Colombian market. 

It is disappointing that the Democratic ma-
jority has not embraced this trade agreement, 
as it would mean new jobs for citizens across 
the nation. New jobs that are very much need-
ed in our tightening economy. Mr. Speaker, I 
remain committed to the benefits of free and 
fair trade. I urge my colleagues to reject this 
rule which would be detrimental to our rela-
tionship with Colombia and is more importantly 
reckless foreign policy. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I will 
vote for this resolution that President Bush 
has regrettably made necessary. 

The immediate effect of the resolution will 
be to allow deferral of a vote on the proposed 
free trade agreement with Colombia. 

Some say that the longer-term effect will be 
to make approval of that agreement impos-
sible. But I think the reality could be just the 
reverse, because as you have said, Mr. 
Speaker, at this point the odds are against its 
approval and so deferring the vote on the 
agreement could be the only way it might ever 
be approved. 

I have supported Free Trade Agreements 
with Bahrain, Singapore, Chile, Morocco, Aus-
tralia, Jordan, Oman, and Peru, I’d like the op-
portunity to consider the merits of a Columbia 
FTA, but cannot jump to the conclusion that its 
provisions are fully acceptable, and I am trou-
bled by allegations that labor organizers have 
been terrorized by government authorities in 
Columbia. It seems to me that the proponents 
of this agreement have the burden of making 
a compelling case that the agreement meets 
criteria Congress has insisted upon with re-
gard to labor protections. 

Therefore, deferring the vote will allow addi-
tional time for the Bush Administration and the 
other supporters of the agreement either to 
the make the case that it should be approved 
in its current form or to work with the Colom-
bian government and the Congress to make 
revisions to respond to objections raised by its 
opponents. 

It should not have been necessary for the 
House to act to provide that time. If President 
Bush had been willing to do more to resolve 
those objections, we would not be taking such 
action. But by deciding to formally transmit the 
agreement, which set in motion the so-called 
‘‘fast track’’ procedures of the current law ap-
plicable to trade agreements, the President 
has brought us to this point. 

And while the details are different, that ap-
proach is very similar to the one the president 
has followed on many other matters—de-
manding approval of his proposals and refus-
ing to work with Members of Congress to re-
solve objections or accommodate other sug-
gestions. 

We have seen the pattern over and over, 
from the repeated vetoes of legislation to ex-
pand the State Children’s Health Program, 
SCHIP, to revising the Foreign Intelligence 
Surveillance Act, FISA, and with regard to 
more other matters than I have time to list. 

But this time, by adopting this resolution, we 
can give President Bush time to reconsider 
that way of doing business, and give the other 
proponents of the Colombia trade agreement 
time to make the case for why it should be ap-
proved. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 
join you today in standing up for working fami-
lies in America by opposing the flawed fast 
track procedures. 

When the President sent the Colombia 
Trade Agreement to Congress earlier this 
week, he started a clock for the agreement’s 
consideration. He hoped that by forcing Con-
gress to act, he would be able to win approval 
of the Colombia FTA. Yet, in reality, he only 
exposed one of the many problems that fast 
track trade negotiation authority created. 

Today, Congress is sending a clear mes-
sage to the President that we will not consider 
the Colombia Free Trade Agreement or any 
other FTA’s on his time table. We will not be 
bullied. Congress is a coequal branch of gov-
ernment. 

As you may know, I have long opposed the 
granting of fast track authority to the President 
because it removed Congress from shaping 
and drafting trade agreements, the timing of 
their consideration, and allowed Congress only 
an up or down vote on unamendable trade 
agreements. In doing so Congress abdicated 
our essential responsibility to our nation’s citi-
zens. I was pleased that this dangerous fast 
track authority expired last summer and has 
not been renewed. 

As I hear from people from across central 
New Jersey, protecting workers’ rights, human 
rights, and the environment are not secondary 
or extraneous concerns; they are central to 
what the United States stands for. I support 
trade that elevates the quality of life for citi-
zens all over the world. The United States, 
and indeed the entire world, can benefit from 
increased trade, but increased trade in itself is 
not the goal we seek. Rather, we seek an im-
proved quality of life for our people and ad-
vancement of other people’s well-being. 

Additionally, even on the merits I am very 
concerned by the Colombian agreement. As I 
have said before, trade done right helps lift the 
global standard of living and works to protect 
our natural environment. Trade agreements 
are not just about goods and commodities, 
they are about values. Trade agreements 
state what constitutes acceptable behavior in 
worker’s rights, environmental matters, intel-
lectual property, and so forth. We should 
make sure we export the goods we produce 
and not the workers who produce them. We 
must continue to demand improvements in our 
trade policy. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time and 
I move the previous question on the 
resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 224, nays 
195, answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 
12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 181] 

YEAS—224 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 

Allen 
Altmire 
Arcuri 

Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:00 Apr 11, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00023 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A10AP7.021 H10APPT1w
w

oo
ds

2 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

68
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2190 April 10, 2008 
Barrow 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castor 
Chandler 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Giffords 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Herseth Sandlin 

Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 

Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—195 

Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 

Brown-Waite, 
Ginny 

Buchanan 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 

Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 

Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hill 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Lampson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Mahoney (FL) 

Manzullo 
Marchant 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1 

Tanner 

NOT VOTING—12 

Andrews 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Burgess 

Buyer 
Ferguson 
Granger 
Hulshof 

Larson (CT) 
Ramstad 
Rush 
Sires 

f 

b 1347 

Mr. PENCE changed his vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Messrs. ORTIZ and ADERHOLT 
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to 
‘‘yea.’’ 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, I 
regret that I was not present to vote on rollcall 
votes Nos. 178, 179, 180, and 181 due to a 
family medical matter. Had I been present, I 
would have voted: 

‘‘Yea’’ on rollcall vote No. 178 on the Jour-
nal vote; ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote No. 179 on 
agreeing to H. Res. 1083, providing for con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 2537, Beach Protec-
tion Act of 2008; ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote No. 180 
on the motion to suspend the rules and agree 
to H. Res. 1038, recognizing the fifth anniver-
sary of the Department of Homeland Security 
and honoring the Department’s employees for 
their extraordinary efforts and contributions to 
protect and secure our Nation; and ‘‘yea’’ on 
rollcall vote No. 181 on agreeing to H. Res. 
1092, relating to the consideration of the bill 
H.R. 5274 to implement the United States-Co-
lombia Trade Promotion Agreement. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that all Members may have 5 
legislative days to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material on H.R. 2537. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
f 

BEACH PROTECTION ACT OF 2007 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 1083 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2537. 

b 1404 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2537) to 
amend the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act relating to beach moni-
toring, and for other purposes, with Ms. 
DEGETTE in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered read the 
first time. 

The gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON) and the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN) 
each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Madam Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 2537, the Beach Protec-
tion Act of 2007. This legislation ex-
tends the authorization of appropria-
tions for the Beaches Environmental 
Assessment and Coastal Health Act, 
the BEACH Act, through 2012. First 
signed into law in October 2000, the 
BEACH Act has provided States, local 
governments and tribes vital funding 
for assessment and public notification 
programs that monitor our coastal wa-
ters. 

Over the years, the Subcommittee on 
Water Resources and Environment has 
held numerous hearings on EPA’s 
BEACH program. In fact, the history of 
the BEACH Act goes back to 1990 when 
Congressman William Hughes of New 
Jersey first introduced the Beaches En-
vironmental Assessment, Closure and 
Health Act of 1990. I applaud his vision 
for effective coastal water quality cri-
teria and public notification, as well as 
the efforts of Congressman PALLONE 
and Congressman BISHOP, the primary 
sponsors of this legislation, to carry 
forward this legacy. 

As reported by the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, the 
Beach Protection Act of 2007 increases 
the annual authorization level for 
State and local monitoring and notifi-
cation grants by $10 million and ex-
pands the eligible uses for grants under 
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this program. For example, H.R. 2735 
allows States to utilize a portion of 
their BEACH grant funding to develop 
and implement pollution source identi-
fication and tracking programs for 
coastal recreation waters, which will 
enable interested States to locate the 
likely sources of coastal water con-
tamination. 

H.R. 2537 also encourages the devel-
opment and implementation of rapid 
testing methods for determining where 
and when coastal recreational waters 
exceed coastal water quality criteria. 
These rapid testing methods are de-
signed to ensure that the public is noti-
fied of potential harmful recreational 
waters within a few hours, rather than 
days as under the current system. This 
provision will have a significant im-
pact on efforts to protect the public 
from coming into contact with poten-
tially harmful pollutants and contami-
nants at their favorite beaches. 

In addition, H.R. 2537 enhances exist-
ing public notification requirements, 
including making beach warnings and 
closures available on the Internet. The 
bill clarifies that the public must be 
notified within 24 hours of the author-
ity receiving results of contaminated 
water quality samples. However, be-
cause many States utilize a system 
where two contaminated samples must 
be identified before a beach is closed, 
H.R. 2537 also requires that a physical 
sign must be posted at any beach where 
the results of a water quality sample 
demonstrate the likelihood that the 
water may be contaminated. Again, 
providing more information and notice 
on the condition of the Nation’s coast-
al water quality is essential to ensure 
that the public can avoid contact with 
potentially harmful pollutants while 
visiting their favorite beach. 

The bill also enhances EPA’s review 
of individual States’ compliance with 
the requirement of the BEACH Act by 
requiring the Administrator to conduct 
an annual review of implementation of 
the BEACH Act by State and local gov-
ernments and to take corrective action 
if State and local governments are not 
in compliance with BEACH Act re-
quirements. It also requires the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office to audit 
EPA’s administration of the BEACH 
Act. 

Finally, the bill requires EPA to con-
duct annual compliance reviews of 
State and local BEACH programs. 

Later today I plan to offer a bipar-
tisan manager’s amendment to the bill 
to address several technical rec-
ommendations made by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency and others 
that will improve the bill. I strongly 
urge my colleagues to support the 
manager’s amendment and the under-
lying legislation that I believe will 
make significant improvement to 
EPA’s BEACH program. 

Much of our efforts are to provide ad-
ditional safeguards for our families to 
make sure that they do not come into 
contact with potentially harmful pol-
lutants and contaminants along the 

Nation’s coastlines. I believe this legis-
lation accomplishes what we tried to 
do. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Madam Chairman, I am very excited 
the House is moving H.R. 2537, the 
Beach Protection Act of 2007. This is an 
example of the good we can accomplish 
when we are able to work in a bipar-
tisan manner to address the Nation’s 
water resources needs. 

Beaches are an important part of 
American life. Our Nation has nearly 
23,000 miles of ocean and Gulf shoreline 
along the continental United States, 
5,500 miles of Great Lakes shorelines 
and 3.6 million miles of rivers and 
streams. Beaches are an important 
part of the coastal watershed, pro-
viding numerous recreational opportu-
nities for millions of people, including 
fishing, boating, beachcombing, swim-
ming, surfing, sunbathing and bird 
watching. 

Each year, over 180 million people 
visit coastal waters for recreational 
purposes. This activity supports over 28 
million jobs and leads to the invest-
ment of over $50 billion each year in 
goods and services. Public confidence 
in the quality of our Nation’s water is 
important, not only to each citizen 
who swims, but also to the tourism and 
recreation industries that rely on safe 
and swimmable coastal waters. 

To improve the public’s confidence in 
the quality of our Nation’s coastal wa-
ters and protect public health and safe-
ty, Congress passed the Beaches Envi-
ronmental Assessment and Coastal 
Health Act of 2000, commonly called 
the BEACH Act in the 106th Congress. 

The BEACH Act aimed to limit and 
prevent human exposure to polluted 
coastal recreational waters by assist-
ing States and local communities to 
implement beach monitoring, assess-
ment and public notification programs. 
The act also called on States with 
coastal recreational waters to adopt 
pathogen-related water quality stand-
ards and directed EPA to conduct re-
search and develop updated water qual-
ity criteria to protect human health. 
Under the BEACH Act, EPA has been 
making grants to States to help them 
implement programs to monitor beach 
water quality and notify the public if 
water quality standards for pathogens 
are not being met. 

An important indicator of progress to 
date is the fact that all eligible States 
are now implementing the beach moni-
toring assessment and public notifica-
tion provisions of the BEACH Act. The 
number of monitored beaches has in-
creased from approximately 1,000 in 
1997 to more than 3,500 in 2006. 

In addition, EPA has strengthened 
water quality standards throughout all 
the coastal recreation waters in the 
United States. All 35 States and terri-
tories with coastal recreation waters 
now have water quality standards as 

protective of human health as EPA’s 
water quality criteria. This is an in-
crease from 11 States and territories in 
2000. 

Further, EPA has improved public 
access to data on beach advisories and 
closings by improving the agency’s 
electronic beach data collection and 
delivery systems. Moreover, EPA has 
been conducting cutting edge research 
to support the development of new 
water quality criteria to protect 
human health from pathogens and new 
monitoring methods to more accu-
rately and rapidly detect pathogen con-
tamination in recreational waters. 

Faster and better decisions are good 
for public health and good for the econ-
omy and beach communities. We are 
optimistic that this work will help 
State beach managers make the best 
decisions possible about keeping beach-
es open or placing them under advi-
sory. 

b 1415 
Although EPA and the States have 

made substantial progress in imple-
menting the BEACH Act, there is im-
portant work left to do in the areas of 
monitoring, research and updating the 
existing water quality criteria. 

Reauthorizing the BEACH Act will 
enable EPA and the States to complete 
the important work they have begun so 
they can better protect public health 
and safety and continue to improve the 
quality of our Nation’s recreational 
coastal waters so important to the 
economies of our coastal communities. 

H.R. 2537 passed the Transportation 
and Infrastructure Committee by a 
unanimous vote. I would like to thank 
the chairman of the committee, Mr. 
OBERSTAR, and the chairwoman of the 
Subcommittee on Water Resources and 
Environment, EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON, 
and especially a thank you to the rank-
ing member, Mr. MICA, for all the hard 
work they have done put in to allow us 
to bring to you a consensus bill that 
enjoys strong bipartisan support. 

I would also very much like to thank 
the staff. We have a bipartisan amend-
ment that will be offered by Ms. JOHN-
SON at the appropriate time. It address-
es technical and clarifying matters and 
other matters brought to the commit-
tee’s attention since the committee 
filed its report. 

I urge all Members to support the 
legislation. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. Madam Chairman, I would like 
to yield 2 minutes to Mr. KAGEN from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. KAGEN. Thank you to Madam 
JOHNSON and subcommittee Chair 
FRANK PALLONE for putting together a 
tremendous bill. 

Madam Chairman, as a Member who 
has the honor of representing one of 
the largest States in the country that 
has shoreline beyond measure in its 
value, I rise in strong support of H.R. 
2537, the Beach Protection Act. 

This critical piece of legislation will 
increase grant funding overseen by the 
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EPA for water quality surveys and for 
pollution source tracking programs, 
and it will also set a new standard for 
public notification. 

H.R. 2537 will take important steps to 
address the serious threat to public 
health and the economic vitality of 
coastal vitality of coastal economies in 
northeast Wisconsin posed by beach 
water pollution and human pathogens. 

I would be remiss, however, if I did 
not also recognize the exemplary job 
performed by the State of Wisconsin’s 
Department of Natural Resources, who 
has been monitoring 34 of the 35 beach-
es in Door County, Brown County and 
Kewaunee County. 

While I am also proud to applaud the 
beach monitoring standards employed 
by the State of Wisconsin, this act will 
also improve upon the quality of these 
observations and heighten public safe-
ty. After all, clean water gets good 
health. 

Moreover, it will require the EPA to 
commence a study, identify potential 
revisions in the beach-funding distribu-
tion formula, which currently weighs 
the beach season conservatively, more 
importantly, than other factors such as 
Wisconsin’s winter season not being 
adequately measured. Additionally, the 
bill will call upon the EPA to publish a 
list of pathogens affecting human 
health. 

In closing, I urge all of our colleagues 
to support H.R. 2537. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Michigan (Mrs. MILLER). 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. I cer-
tainly appreciate the gentleman yield-
ing. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in very 
strong support of H.R. 2537, the Beach 
Protection Act, and I want to applaud 
Chairman OBERSTAR for his leadership 
in bringing this to the floor and work-
ing with Ranking Member MICA. Cer-
tainly our subcommittee Chair, EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON, has done extraor-
dinary work on this, and our ranking 
member on the subcommittee, Mr. 
BOOZMAN, as well, for bringing it to the 
floor, I think, in a very bipartisan way. 

I actually was not in the Congress in 
2000 when the original BEACH Act be-
came law, but I really feel this pro-
gram could have been designed with 
my district in mind. In Michigan, we 
are unbelievably blessed to be sur-
rounded by the Great Lakes which pro-
vide incredible recreational opportuni-
ties for boating or fishing or swim-
ming. 

Millions of Michigan residents from 
all over the world come to Michigan to 
enjoy our magnificent Great Lakes. In 
fact, there are more than 30 million 
people who find their way every year to 
our beaches. 

We also have some especially unique 
challenges in the Great Lakes region in 
regards to quality. Unfortunately, due 
to inadequate underground infrastruc-
ture, many areas suffer from combined 
sewer overflows during our wet weath-
er events. We often see sewage dis-

charges right into the Great Lakes, 
right along the beaches near big cities 
like Detroit or Chicago, other popu-
lated areas. 

My district faces additional chal-
lenges in that we have a very long liq-
uid border that we share with Canada. 
In fact, on the Canadian side of the 
river next to my district is an area 
which we call Chemical Valley, which 
is the largest concentration of petro-
chemical manufacturing plants in 
North America. So we need to worry 
not only about discharges on the Amer-
ican side, but on the Canadian side of 
the border as well. 

Frequent and proper monitoring is a 
critical tool in this area to ensure that 
those who come to enjoy our State’s 
natural beauty can do so knowing that 
the waters are clean and pure. 

The BEACH Act has provided re-
sources to help State and local govern-
ments ensure that our beaches are safe 
for recreational activity. In many 
ways, the BEACH Act has been success-
ful and this reauthorization bill and 
the bipartisan cooperation that went 
into it has improved an already out-
standing Federal program, but I do be-
lieve that we can do better. 

A 2007 GAO report about the impact 
of the BEACH Act on the Great Lakes 
noted that there were some important 
successes, but also some areas where 
we need to improve. First, the GAO 
found that the formula EPA has used 
to distribute the BEACH Act grants 
does not accurately reflect the moni-
toring needs of the respective States. 
The EPA takes into account three fac-
tors to determine the allocation of 
these grants: beach season length, 
beach miles, and then beach usage. 

At the current funding levels, the 
beach season factor has a much greater 
influence than the factors of beach 
miles and coastal population. Great 
Lakes States, which have beach sea-
sons of little longer than 4 months, 
lose out when compared to southern 
and western States, of course, that 
have a full year season, even though 
the number of people who use the 
beaches might be similar. 

Just an example, my home State of 
Michigan is disadvantaged by the mini-
mal consideration given to beach 
miles. In 2006, Michigan, that has 3,224 
shoreline miles, received a grant out 
allocation of only $278,000. By contrast, 
one of our neighboring States, that has 
only 63 shoreline miles, received 
$243,000. Due in part to this funding dis-
parity, Michigan is only able to mon-
itor 212 of its 905 beaches. 

I am glad that this legislation helps 
address this problem by requiring the 
EPA to conduct a study of the formula 
for the distribution of grants in accord-
ance with the needs of the States. EPA 
must report their findings back to the 
Congress and suggest possible revisions 
for a more equitable distribution of the 
funds. 

A second recommendation from the 
GAO report was that Congress should 
consider providing more flexibility for 

the grant so that they could be used to 
investigate and remediate contamina-
tion sources. Because of the increased 
monitoring, we are better able to pre-
dict which beaches would be contami-
nated. 

But most cases local officials do not 
know the source of the contamination 
and are unable to take the action to 
address the cause. If they did they 
would still not have adequate funds to 
address the issue. 

This legislation will allow States to 
use their BEACH Act grants to track 
sources of pollution. This change will 
provide the valuable information that 
we need to help clean up our waters 
and reduce pollution before it gets into 
our waters. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
passage of this legislation. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Madam Chairman, I would like 
to yield to our distinguished Chair of 
the full committee for a unanimous 
consent request. 

(Mr. OBERSTAR asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 2537, the Beach pro-
tection Act of 2008. 

This legislation, and the underlying statute 
that the Beach Protection Act amends, are 
vital to ensuring that the public is aware of, 
and protected from coming into contact with, 
potentially harmful pollutants and contami-
nants in our coastal recreational waters. 

I applaud the efforts of the primary sponsors 
of this legislation, the gentleman from New 
Jersey, Mr. PALLONE, and our colleague on the 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, Mr. BISHOP, for shepherding this impor-
tant legislation through the hearing process, 
through Committee markup, and to the floor of 
the House today. 

I also applaud the efforts of the gentleman 
from California, Mr. BILBRAY, for his efforts 
back in 2000 to move the initial BEACH Act to 
the President’s desk. 

The BEACH Act that was signed into law in 
October 2000 authorized $30 million annually 
for beach monitoring and assessment pro-
grams and public notification programs for fis-
cal years 2001 through 2005. It required 
States and tribes to determine minimum water 
quality standards that were considered ‘‘safe.’’ 

In many ways, the BEACH Act has proven 
successful in making the public aware of the 
presence of potentially harmful water contami-
nation at local beaches, and has brought 
about a revolution in terms of States creating 
and implementing coastal recreational water 
monitoring and notification programs. The ben-
efits we have seen over the last 8 years in-
clude uniform standards for coastal rec-
reational water quality, and increased moni-
toring and notification of such waters. 

However, inasmuch as the BEACH Act has 
been successful in providing more information 
to the public, the Bush administration’s track 
record on utilizing all of the tools contained in 
the BEACH Act to protect human health has 
been far less successful. 

For example, the EPA was given authority 
to promulgate standards for States that did not 
have sufficient standards as compared to 
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those in the 1986 Ambient Water Quality Cri-
teria for Bacteria. EPA was given further direc-
tion to continue to study the impacts of water-
borne pollutants and bacteria to human health, 
and to revise the criteria every five years as 
needed. 

Unfortunately, EPA failed to complete this 
task, as demonstrated by a lawsuit by advo-
cates for safe beaches, and more recently, in 
a report of the Government Accountability Of-
fice (‘‘GAO’’). 

This GAO Report, entitled ‘‘Great Lakes: 
EPA and States Have Made Progress in Im-
plementing the BEACH Act, but Additional Ac-
tions Could Improve Public Health Protection,’’ 
established that more work could be done to 
ensure the safety of our beach waters. 

Just this week, a Federal District Court 
judge in California ruled that EPA, again, vio-
lated its ‘‘non-discretionary duty’’ to complete 
required studies on revising coastal water 
quality criteria and standards. Even after los-
ing a similar lawsuit in 2006, EPA continues to 
argue that the statute gives the Agency the 
discretion to ‘‘conduct the studies as it sees 
fit.’’ This is contrary to the law, and has once 
again been dismissed by the Federal District 
Court judge. 

Similarly, the Bush administration has failed 
to utilize the authorities and direction of the 
initial BEACH Act to ensure the public has the 
best, most accurate, and timely information on 
the condition of their favorite beaches. For ex-
ample, the BEACH Act called for a creation of 
a ‘‘National List of Beaches’’ that would pro-
vide the public with information on which 
beaches had in place monitoring and notifica-
tion programs, and which did not. EPA was 
given the direction to periodically revise this 
list, based on the availability of new informa-
tion. 

I can assure my colleagues that latest list, 
published in 2004, is not the most up-to-date 
assessment of the condition of the Nation’s 
beaches. Again, the administration has failed 
to utilize the tools provided by Congress to en-
sure the protection of human health and safe-
ty. 

Despite the current administration’s track 
record, the BEACH Act is an important law for 
protecting the public from the presence of 
harmful pollutants and contaminants in the Na-
tion’s recreational waters. 

The Beach Protection Act, under consider-
ation today, will further enhance these authori-
ties by working towards real-time, same-day 
information on the condition of local waters to 
safeguard against unintentional contact with 
contaminated waters. 

Again, I strongly support the efforts of our 
colleagues in drafting this important piece of 
legislation, and urge its adoption. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Madam Chairman, I yield 4 min-
utes to the gentleman from New Jer-
sey, who is the author of the bill. 

Mr. PALLONE. I thank the sub-
committee Chair, the gentlewoman 
from Texas. 

Let me say I appreciate the bipar-
tisan support that this legislation has, 
and certainly the efforts, not only of 
Mr. TIM BISHOP of New York, but of our 
chairman of the full committee, Mr. 
OBERSTAR, and the subcommittee 
Chair, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON, for 
moving this legislation today. 

Madam Chairman, our Nation’s 
beaches are vital, not only to residents 

of our coastal States, but also for 
countless visitors who come to visit 
each year. America’s beaches are a tre-
mendous resource for those who come 
to enjoy them, and they are a huge eco-
nomic engine for our coastal States. 

In New Jersey alone, beaches are the 
primary driver of a tourism economy 
that provides nearly 500,000 jobs and 
generates nearly $36 billion in eco-
nomic activities to the State each 
year. All summer long thousands of 
people flock to the beaches. 

It’s my intention to assure that these 
beachgoers that are there in New Jer-
sey and elsewhere, that not only are 
they visiting clean beaches, but they 
are also swimming in safe waters. 

Thanks to the BEACH Act, a law 
that I helped to author back in 2000, we 
have made major strides over the last 8 
years. The BEACH Act of 2000 helped us 
improve water quality testing and 
monitoring of beaches across the coun-
try, which is critical to protecting the 
health of beachgoers. 

The act has three provisions: one, re-
quiring States to adopt certain EPA 
water quality criteria to protect 
beachgoers from getting sick; two, re-
quiring the EPA to update these water 
quality criteria with new science and 
technologies to provide better, faster 
water testing; and, third, to provide 
grants to States to implement coastal 
water monitoring programs. 

In New Jersey we used some of this 
grant money to become the first State 
in the Nation to launch a real-time 
Web site that notifies beachgoers of the 
state of our beaches. Essentially, this 
bill is a right-to-know piece of legisla-
tion. 

Now, despite the actions New Jersey 
and other States have taken since the 
BEACH Act was signed earlier in the 
year 2000, this act must be improved. 
That’s why I have introduced the 
Beach Protection Act of 2007. 

This bill not only reauthorizes the 
grants to States for 2012 but adds to 
the annual grant levels from a total of 
$30 million to a new level of $40 million 
annually. 

We also expand the scope of BEACH 
Act grants from water quality moni-
toring and notification to also include 
pollution source tracking efforts. The 
bill requires that beach water quality 
violations are disclosed not only to the 
public but all relevant State agencies 
with beach water quality authority. 

I want to mention the rapid testing 
methods. This act calls for the use of 
rapid testing methods by requiring the 
EPA to approve the use of rapid testing 
methods that detect bathing water 
contamination in 6 hours or less. This 
is something that I have been advo-
cating for the last couple of years. 

Current water quality tests, like 
those used in New Jersey, only test for 
bacteria levels and take 24 to 48 hours 
to produce reliable results, during 
which time many beachgoers can be 
unknowingly exposed to harmful 
pathogens. More immediate results 
would prevent beaches from remaining 

open when high levels of bacteria are 
found. 

The legislation also requires prompt 
communication with State environ-
mental agencies by stating that all 
BEACH Act grant recipients make de-
cisions about closures or advisories 
within 24 hours in order to ensure co-
ordination in response to activities. 

We are also requiring each State re-
ceiving grants to implement measures 
for tracking and IDing sources of pollu-
tion, creating a public online database 
for each beach with relevant pollution 
closure information posted, and ensur-
ing the closures or advisories are 
issued shortly after the State finding 
that coastal waters are out of compli-
ance, so, again, right to know, informa-
tion to the public. 

We are also holding States account-
able by requiring the EPA adminis-
trator to do annual reviews of grant-
ees’ compliance with BEACH Act proc-
ess requirements. The Beach Protec-
tion Act will strengthen current law by 
requiring States to use expedited test-
ing. 

This is a right to know for our 
beachgoers. It’s very important, and I 
want to thank everyone on a bipartisan 
basis for supporting it. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to my friend from 
Texas (Mr. CONAWAY). 

Mr. CONAWAY. Madam Chairman, 
things that we do in this Chamber have 
consequences, and the things we don’t 
do in Chamber also have consequences. 
Quite frankly, there are a lot things 
that we are not doing that are having 
immense consequences, things like re-
newing the FISA bill, the war supple-
mental, long-term issues like Social 
Security and Medicaid. We had another 
one today, the Colombia Free Trade 
Agreement, which are things that will 
have consequences because we have not 
dealt with this on the floor. 

The internal combustion engine will 
be used for a long time to power pleas-
ure craft on our lakes and beaches and 
waterways. The public policy decisions 
that we are taking in here and have 
taken in here make that use of those 
boats and jet skis much more expen-
sive. 

Public policy decisions that are spe-
cifically aimed at increasing the en-
ergy costs to all Americans are things 
like raising taxes on energy companies 
so that they are no longer able to use 
that money to explore for and produce 
additional crude oil and natural gas, 
restrictions on where we can drill for 
these additional sources of crude oil 
and natural gas, and the gasoline that 
results from that to power our water 
crafts and jet ski, added regulations on 
the production of crude oil and natural 
gas, added regulations on the refining 
of crude oil and natural gas and the 
gasoline that can be used to power jet 
skis and motor boats and others, and 
even new regulations that are coming 
that will increase the cost of elec-
tricity to American consumers and 
American businesses. 
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All of these public policy decisions 
that we make in this House and have 
made in this House are specifically de-
signed to raise the operating costs of 
all these vehicles to consumers in 
America. It is the elephant in the room 
that none of us want to talk about as 
we go forward with the energy policy 
that is put forth by the leadership of 
the current House. That is, they spe-
cifically want Americans paying higher 
gasoline prices because when you re-
duce supplies, as these policies do in 
the face of increasing demand, then the 
law of supply and demand works, in 
spite of our best efforts, and costs go 
up. 

As we have seen, gasoline prices are 
at an all-time high. This weekend, 
which will be a wonderful weekend to 
be on our beaches and lakes, using 
those watercrafts, the gasoline that 
will be purchased to pay for that rec-
reational use this weekend will be 
much higher than it otherwise would 
have been than if we had taken ration-
al steps with respect to energy policy 
in this country. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Madam Chairman, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. STUPAK). 

Mr. STUPAK. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in support of this legislation which 
would reauthorize the Beach Environ-
mental Assessment and Coastal Health 
Act, or the BEACH Act. 

My district has over 1,600 miles of 
beach frontage on the Great Lakes, and 
the BEACH Act has been instrumental 
in providing funding to protect 
beachgoers from bacteria and other 
dangerous pathogens. 

Michigan residents rely on BEACH 
Act funding to protect them. In my dis-
trict, residents on Sugar Island near 
Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan, depended 
on this important funding to monitor 
water that had been contaminated with 
E. coli, coliform, and other bacteria. 
Without the support of BEACH Act 
grants, the Chippewa County Health 
Department would not have been able 
to determine that the pollution was 
originating from a wastewater treat-
ment plant in Canada. 

This legislation would improve the 
BEACH Act program to ensure a fairer 
distribution of funds. In July of 2007, 
the Government Accountability Office 
released a report at the request of my-
self and several other Great Lakes col-
leagues. This report found that the 
EPA was using a funding formula that 
prioritizes States with warmer cli-
mates, ignoring other important fac-
tors such as beach miles and beach use. 
This formula put Great Lakes States 
like Michigan at a distinct disadvan-
tage, making it more difficult for these 
States to protect their beachgoers. 

This legislation addresses this prob-
lem by instructing EPA to revise its 
funding formula to take factors such as 
beach miles and beach use into consid-
eration. 

While monitoring water quality and 
tracing the sources of pollution to its 

origin are important steps to keeping 
our beaches clean, knowledge is only 
half of the battle. The July 2007 GAO 
report also found that while the 
BEACH Act has helped protect 
beachgoers from polluted waters, 
States still do not have the resources 
they need to clean up the pollution and 
prevent future problems. 

The latest survey by EPA has esti-
mated that an additional $181 billion is 
needed nationwide for infrastructure 
projects eligible for funding under the 
State revolving fund. I look forward to 
working with Chairman OBERSTAR and 
the Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee later this year to address 
our water and wastewater infrastruc-
ture needs and provide resources for 
the State revolving fund. 

I appreciate the work of Mr. PALLONE 
and Mr. OBERSTAR on this important 
legislation, and look forward to work-
ing with them as we continue to ad-
dress important Great Lakes issues. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. CHABOT). 

Mr. CHABOT. Madam Chairman, I 
rise to express my deep disappointment 
with today’s debate in the House. With 
our Nation facing record high gas 
prices, the majority leadership in the 
House has chosen to debate legislation 
not on securing reliable and affordable 
energy, but on beaches. 

I suggest a better use of our time and 
the American people’s time would be to 
have a serious debate about energy. 
How are we going to make energy more 
affordable in the short term? How are 
we going to make energy more afford-
able as the Nation needs to be more 
independent in the long term? What 
will be our primary fuel source in the 
future, and how do we get there? 

Instead, in recent months we have 
periodically debated shortsighted and 
fatally flawed legislation that purports 
to fix our energy problems simply by 
raising taxes by billions of dollars on 
domestic energy companies and hoping 
for the best. That is not an energy pol-
icy, that is a tax increase on every 
American family. Energy companies 
will inevitably pass on their additional 
costs to consumers at the pump. 

We should be debating legislation to 
streamline the Federal permitting 
process that has stifled construction of 
new oil refineries. We haven’t built one 
in 32 years. We could be talking about 
benefiting consumers by simplifying 
our Nation’s fragmented gasoline sup-
ply. The number of regional boutique 
fuels restricts the movement of our 
fuel supply and raises costs on Ameri-
cans at the pump. 

We could be debating the merits of 
opening Alaska’s Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge, ANWR, and the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf for energy exploration. 
We know that combined these areas 
have nearly 100 billion barrels of oil. 
Previous Congresses, urged on by their 
radical environmentalist allies, made 
the decision to keep these vast reserves 
off-limits. As a result, we see oil now 

at $110 a barrel. It is time we revisit 
the very important issue of being able 
to go after resources we have available 
to us in Alaska and in the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf. 

What about encouraging the con-
struction of nuclear power plants? We 
began that process in 2005 with the pas-
sage of the Energy Policy Act. But as 
we stand here today, we haven’t built a 
new plant in decades. European and 
Asian nations are building them by the 
dozens. India has nine new plants under 
construction. Japan is building five 
more. And China has plans to build 30 
reactors. We in this country have plans 
for exactly zero on the way. 

Let’s talk about how we intend to 
compete with China, which is can-
vassing the globe in its quest to ensure 
a reliable supply of oil. Reports indi-
cate that the Chinese are forming en-
ergy partnerships with rogue nations 
like Iran and Cuba. And Cuba is pur-
portedly planning to allow the Chinese 
to drill for oil off the Florida Keys, off 
our Florida Keys. 

Shouldn’t we be talking about boost-
ing domestic production simply so we 
wouldn’t have to rely on the mood of 
Third World dictators like Hugo Cha-
vez? Wouldn’t it be nice if prices didn’t 
spike at your neighborhood gas station 
when terrorists decide to blow up a 
pipeline half a world away, or when 
there is instability in Nigeria? 

Some may argue, and they might 
well be right, that oil isn’t the long- 
term answer. It is a finite resource 
that may be scarce in the near future 
as developing nations like China and 
India continue to expand and industri-
alize; maybe so. But shouldn’t we con-
sider boosting our oil and natural gas 
supplies, increasing our energy inde-
pendence that might just buy us the 
time necessary to develop the next fuel 
source? Maybe hydrogen fuel cell tech-
nology will take us into the next cen-
tury. Maybe it is some other renewable 
resource. It could be a combination, or 
maybe something we haven’t even dis-
covered yet. We don’t know. We do 
know that America has substantial re-
serves of oil and natural gas that we 
have locked up, we have placed off-lim-
its. These resources could be the bridge 
that allows America to cross over the 
choppy waters of OPEC and Third 
World dictators to the secure footing of 
affordable and secure energy sources of 
tomorrow. Let’s talk about these im-
portant things. Let’s not talk about 
beaches. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Madam Chairman, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. CAPPS). 

Mrs. CAPPS. Madam Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the Beach Protec-
tion Act. This bill will increase protec-
tions for the Nation’s beaches and the 
public health. I commend Mr. PALLONE, 
Mr. BISHOP, and the Transportation 
Committee leadership for bringing this 
important bill to the floor in a bipar-
tisan way. 

Despite having one of the most com-
prehensive beach water quality testing 
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programs of all the coastal States, my 
home State of California has by far the 
most beach closures and advisories of 
all of the States. The State reported 
over 4,600 closing and advisory days 
statewide in 2006. 

This legislation builds on the 
progress made since the passage of the 
BEACH Act in 2000 to reduce the num-
ber of these closures which threaten 
public health. 

First, the legislation increases the 
funds available to the States, and ex-
pands the uses of those funds to include 
tracking the sources of pollution that 
cause beach closures, and supporting 
pollution-prevention efforts. 

It will also require the EPA to de-
velop methods for rapid testing of 
beach water, so results are available in 
hours, not days. 

Second, the legislation strengthens 
the requirement for public notification 
of health risks posed by water contami-
nation. These measures will improve 
the public’s awareness of health risks 
posed by contamination of coastal wa-
ters and create additional tools for ad-
dressing the sources of pollution that 
cause beach closures, including leaking 
or overflowing sewer systems and 
storm water runoff. 

I know some of my colleagues are 
trying to make this debate into one of 
energy and our economy. This is a bill 
to help protect the health of our beach-
es and the health of our economies. 
Safe and healthy beaches are strongly 
tied to our local economies. So I urge 
my colleagues not to be distracted by 
extraneous arguments. 

Clean water is an economic and pub-
lic health necessity for California and 
for all coastal States. I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on H.R. 2537. 
Let’s take good care of our beaches. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. HALL). 

(Mr. HALL of Texas asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Madam Chair-
man, I am of course pleased to support 
H.R. 2537, the Beach Protection Act of 
2007, and appreciate the efforts of Mr. 
PALLONE to advance this legislation. 

It is my understanding that this bill 
will receive overwhelming bipartisan 
support. It is going to be a totally 
green board, which I applaud. But it 
seems to me that the House has other, 
more critical issues to consider, such 
as the rising cost of energy which af-
fects the success or failures of the trav-
eling public to even reach the beaches 
of the world. 

Oil and gas prices are at an all-time 
high with national averages topping 
$3.25 a gallon. A year ago we feared a 
time when crude oil could reach $100 a 
barrel, and now oil has reached $110 a 
barrel for the first time in history. 

Unfortunately, energy analysts are 
saying that prices at the pump are not 
likely to decrease any time soon, and 
could rise as high as $3.75, maybe $4 a 
gallon this year. 

My constituents in the Fourth Dis-
trict of Texas, as well as all Americans, 
are very concerned about the ever-in-
creasing cost of gasoline and diesel, 
combined with the escalating prices at 
the grocery store. It is costing them 
more to travel to work, and more to 
provide food for their families. They 
are looking to Congress for some im-
mediate relief and some long-term so-
lutions. 

The Energy Security Act that the 
majority passed and the President 
signed into law has some good provi-
sions; but, unfortunately, none that 
will provide Americans the relief they 
need from high energy costs. Not one 
barrel of oil was provided in that entire 
act. There was no mention in the En-
ergy Act of an increase in domestic 
production, which is one way to help 
bring down energy costs. 

This year marks the culmination of a 
research and development product 
which I have worked on and passed, I 
think four times as a Democrat and 
one time as a Republican, and it is the 
Ultra-deepwater and Unconventional 
Onshore Hydrocarbon Resources Act 
that was signed into law as part of the 
Energy Policy Act of 2005. 

Nuclear energy has also seen a surge 
in recent years as people realize it is a 
clean and safe source of energy. But as 
with building a new refinery, the per-
mitting and construction process is ex-
tremely expensive, and there are still 
significant risks to venture capitalists 
who would otherwise invest. 

Congress needs to reduce uncertainty 
in the regulatory process for permit-
ting and construction of new nuclear 
plants, as well as oil refineries, by 
streamlining the process and requiring 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
to issue its rulings within a realistic 
time frame. 

America needs relief at the pump 
now more than ever. Congress needs to 
jump start efforts to bring down energy 
costs in the short term and build on 
comprehensive energy policies that 
recognize the importance of all energy 
sources in the long term. Providing 
Americans with affordable energy is an 
important issue. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Madam Chairman, I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. KLEIN). 

Mr. KLEIN of Florida. I thank the 
distinguished chairwoman of the Water 
Resources Subcommittee for yielding 
to me, and for her great work on the 
legislation, as well as the bill’s spon-
sor, Mr. PALLONE. 

Madam Chairman, I rise today to en-
thusiastically support the Beach Pro-
tection Act of 2007. With over 75 miles 
of shoreline along Florida’s well-re-
nowned Gold Coast on the Atlantic 
Ocean, my congressional district relies 
heavily on its beaches to support both 
our economy and our unparalleled 
quality of life. 

But keeping our beaches open and 
thriving requires us to vigilantly fight 
pollution in our waters. According to 

the Natural Resources Defense Council, 
almost 2,700 beach advisory or closure 
dates were issued due to pollution for 
the State of Florida in 2006. Although 
the number was down from the pre-
vious 2 years, 2006 represents a record 
high for closing or posted warnings 
with over 25,000 such notices across our 
country. 

Madam Chairman, the causes for 
beach pollution are well known. It 
often originates from contaminated 
storm water or inadequately treated 
sewage, and the effects can be wide 
ranging and devastating, ranging from 
ear infections and respiratory ail-
ments, to hepatitis and dysentery. For 
senior citizens, small children and peo-
ple with weak immune systems, the re-
sults can even be deadly. 

That is why this act, the Beach Pro-
tection Act, is important. The legisla-
tion will reauthorize the BEACH Act of 
2000 and increase annual funding from 
$30 million to $40 million, enabling 
more beaches to receive Federal grants 
to support State-monitoring efforts. 

b 1445 

It will also allow States to use the 
funds to track and clean up the sources 
of beach water pollution so that we can 
prevent future closings and advisories 
from happening. 

H.R. 2537 will also speed up notifica-
tions of water quality. The unfortunate 
truth is that many beach managers are 
using outdated testing methods that 
are incapable of providing immediate, 
same-day results of water quality. This 
means that beachgoers sometimes 
don’t even find out until a day or two 
after they return from the beach that 
the water they were swimming in was 
hazardous. 

This delay must stop. Our constitu-
ents have a right to know right away if 
the water is unsafe. And now that we 
have rapid test methods that can pro-
vide results in as little as 2 hours, the 
EPA must approve them and States 
must implement them, and this bill 
will require them to do that. 

The Beach Protection Act is criti-
cally important for our coastal com-
munities and the millions of Ameri-
cans who enjoy and visit them each 
year. 

I thank the chairwoman again for her 
work on it, and look forward to the 
passage of this bill. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the ranking member 
of the Energy and Air Quality Sub-
committee, Mr. UPTON from Michigan. 

Mr. UPTON. Madam Chairman, I 
must say, when I saw the whip notice 
this last week, I saw some good things 
and some bad things. One of the bad 
things that I didn’t see was that we’re 
not addressing what my constituents 
are talking about, and that is gas 
prices. 

Yes, this is a good bill, beach nutri-
tion. It has water monitoring there, 
Great Lakes are now part of it, and I 
want to thank particularly the Mem-
bers from the Great Lakes area who 
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were able to include that, particularly 
my friend who represents the east side 
of Michigan, CANDICE MILLER, on that 
committee. 

But as far as I know, this bill passed 
without dissent. Frankly, it could have 
been under suspension of the rules. I 
bet we would have passed it on a voice 
vote, two-thirds voting in favor of it. 
After the Flake amendment, maybe 
there are some that wish that it did 
come up under suspension so that they 
wouldn’t deal with the Flake earmark 
amendment. We’ll see. 

But, you know, my constituents back 
home, they’re complaining that we’re 
doing things that aren’t maybe on the 
top of their agenda. We’re talking 
about steroids, we’re talking about a 
whole number of things that don’t im-
pact the economy or, in fact, their 
pocketbook. They’re talking about gas 
prices. 

On Tuesday when I left to come back 
from Michigan, diesel prices were $4.11 
a gallon. Gas prices, unleaded regular, 
$3.35 a gallon. I can hardly wait till I 
go back this week and see what they 
might have gone to. 

What have we done on this? That is 
their question. What are we doing 
about supply and demand? 

Well, I’ll tell you some of the things 
we’ve done. We’ve raised taxes on 
them. Thank goodness we’ve got the 
Senate saying no so far because, of 
course, if you raise taxes on energy 
production here, those costs are just 
going to be passed along to the con-
sumer and they’ll go up even higher. 
Go talk to the French or the British 
and those folks. They tax gas a lot and 
they pay a lot more per gallon. 

There’s some things that we haven’t 
done. I know some in this body have 
advocated for raising the gas tax by as 
much as 50 cents a gallon. We haven’t 
done that. Maybe, certainly I believe 
that’s a good thing. 

But we’ve blocked using oil shale 
from Canada. You know, they’ve got a 
field up in the Northwest there that 
they think rivals the Saudis, that can 
actually heat up the sand and the oil 
comes out. They’re actually taking 11⁄2 
million gallons. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. I yield the gentleman 
an additional 20 seconds. 

Mr. UPTON. We need to do more. We 
are now, by 2012, our domestic needs, 
we’re going to be only producing 12 per-
cent of our gas here. That’s got to 
change. 

Madam Speaker, let’s not go to the 
beach and leave our work undone. Let’s 
pass this bill, but let’s deal with the 
real issue that Americans feel in their 
pocketbooks literally every day that 
they go to the pump. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Madam Chairman, I would like 
to inquire of my colleague, Mr. 
BOOZMAN, how many more speakers he 
has. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. We have several, 
Madam Chairman, probably five or six. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. I reserve my time. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. WESTMORELAND). 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Madam 
Chairman, I wanted to read some 
quotes. This is a quote from Speaker 
NANCY PELOSI, 4/24/06: ‘‘Democrats have 
a commonsense plan to help bring 
down skyrocketing gas prices.’’ 

Another quote from Majority Leader 
HOYER: ‘‘Democrats believe that we can 
do more for the American people who 
are struggling to deal with high gas 
prices.’’ This was 10/4/05. 

On 7/26/06, Mr. JIM CLYBURN, the 
Democratic Whip, said, ‘‘House Demo-
crats have a plan to help curb rising 
gas prices.’’ 

We need to see those plans. We need 
to hear what those ideas are. 

April 16, 2006, press release, Speaker 
PELOSI: 

‘‘The Republican Rubber Stamp Con-
gress has passed two energy bills, cost-
ing taxpayers $12 billion for giveaways 
to big oil companies. But the Repub-
lican bills clearly have done nothing to 
lower gas prices, as the price of a bar-
rel of oil has sailed over $70 a barrel,’’ 
and I believe it closed over $110 today, 
‘‘the highest price in our history.’’ 

‘‘Democrats have a plan to lower gas 
prices, taking America in a new direc-
tion that works for everyone, not just 
a few. Our plan would empower the 
Federal Trade Commission to crack 
down on price gouging, to help bring 
down skyrocketing gas prices, increase 
production of alternative fuels, and re-
scind the billions of dollars in taxpayer 
subsidies, tax breaks and royalty relief 
given to the big oil companies.’’ 

Madam Chairman, I’ll say that we 
have not had any relief from gas prices. 
Gas prices are a dollar a gallon more 
today than they were when the new 
majority took over. 

We have paid too much attention to 
windmills, bicycles and solar panels. 
We need to pay attention to domestic 
drilling. We need to pay attention to 
promoting alternative fuels. 

We have been going in the wrong di-
rection. And if you ask the American 
people right now, 78 percent of the peo-
ple say this country is headed in the 
wrong direction. 

And, Madam Chairman, I promise 
you, our gas prices are heading the 
wrong direction. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Madam Chairman, I would like 
to yield 30 seconds to the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR). 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I’m surprised at the 
remarks, Madam Chairman, of the gen-
tleman from Georgia, about bicycling. 
I think we need to pay more attention 
and do more work for bicycling. And 
we would all do better burning 86,000 
calories a year on the seat of a bicycle 
than eight barrels of oil a year in our 
cars. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON). 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
Madam Chairman, on April 10, 2008, let 
the record show, oil is $110 and rising, 
natural gas is $10.56 and rising, gaso-
line and diesel prices at record levels in 
all our communities. 

Folks back home are scared. They 
want us to help them. An amendment I 
will offer later will help, the NEED 
Act, to this bill because it will provide 
the ability to produce clean, green nat-
ural gas on out, out of sight, offshore. 
It will provide $20 billion to clean up 
the Chesapeake Bay and the beaches 
there, $20 billion to clean up the Great 
Lakes, $12 billion for San Francisco 
Bay clean-up, energy efficiency and re-
newables, $32 billion, carbon capture, 
the famous discussion in the Senate 
now, $32 billion. And it’ll be mandated 
spending. The appropriators can’t 
screw it up. 

America’s economic future is in trou-
ble. Energy prices will prevent people 
from having a job, having an economy 
and being able to afford their vacations 
and go to the beautiful beaches that we 
have. 

I think Roy Ennis says it best, chair-
man of the Congress of Racial Equal-
ity. Energy is the master resource, the 
foundation of everything else. Abun-
dant, reliable, affordable electricity, 
natural gas and transportation fuels 
make our jobs, health and living stand-
ards possible. Energy is the great 
equalizer, the creator of economic op-
portunity and environmental justice. 
Push energy prices up, everybody suf-
fers. When energy costs get too much, 
industry lays people off or just leaves. 
Jobs, income and tax revenues vanish. 
Government social programs wither. 
Town and leadership migrate to other 
cities, other countries. Social ills mul-
tiply. That’s why I say the fight over 
energy is the critical civil rights battle 
of our era. Your utility bills, the price 
you pay at the pump, your job security 
are in danger, and not just because of 
the Middle East oil wars or competi-
tion from China and India. Our rights 
are being endangered because of what’s 
happening right here at home. 

This Congress is the cause of high en-
ergy prices. There’s no action here to 
fix the ills of the past. We’re locking up 
our energy supply. It’s not even to be 
debated. It’s not even a priority. 

Congress is the reason America 
doesn’t compete energywise. And, 
folks, in a period of time, we won’t 
compete in the global economic econ-
omy, and we will not have jobs and a 
future for this country. We have the 
potential of being a second-rate nation 
because we, as Congress, have caused 
the energy crisis and are refusing to fix 
it. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Madam Chairman, I’d like to re-
serve. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield a minute to the gentlewoman 
from Virginia (Mrs. DRAKE). 

Mrs. DRAKE. I rise in support of the 
Beach Protection Act. And as the 
Member who represents the entire At-
lantic Coast in Virginia and much of 
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the Chesapeake Bay, I recognize that 
our beaches are a treasure and must re-
main clean and safe. But we must lift 
the Federal moratorium on deep sea 
drilling of natural gas in the Outer 
Continental Shelf. 

America has acted to make our en-
ergy consumption cleaner, and today 
we use much more natural gas for the 
generation of electricity. We have in-
creased demand without increasing 
supply. 

The U.S. is the only developed nation 
that does not capture natural gas from 
the Outer Continental Shelf. Canada 
has done it for years. We all know what 
Cuba’s getting ready to do. 

It’s American families and American 
businesses that pay this extra cost, and 
it is driving American businesses over-
seas simply because of the cost of en-
ergy in America. 

Coastal States should be able to de-
cide if this activity takes place, and we 
should share in those royalties. In Vir-
ginia, we could use those dollars for 
transportation. 

America expects our policies to meet 
our energy needs. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. I continue to reserve. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield to the gentlewoman from Okla-
homa (Ms. FALLIN) for 11⁄2 minutes. 

Ms. FALLIN. Madam Chairman, I 
support the Beach Protection Act. 
However, while we are debating this 
legislation, millions of Americans are 
wondering why, in large parts of this 
country, they are having to pay $3.34 a 
gallon for gasoline, and even 70 cents 
more for diesel fuel. They’re struggling 
to cover their costs of their daily com-
mute, and they’re wondering, why is 
Congress debating beach protection 
when I can hardly afford to drive my 
children to school and even to go to 
work? 

American families and businesses are 
being hammered by the rising fuel 
costs, and it is clear that the inaction 
of this Congress will come at an ex-
pense to both drivers, small businesses 
and consumers. 

The cost of our inaction was outlined 
yesterday when we had a hearing in our 
Small Business Committee about the 
rising cost of gasoline. We heard from 
five different businesses that testified 
how their businesses are being squeezed 
with the rising cost of fuel. 

One business, in particular, was a 
trucking company who said that his 
fuel costs had tripled in the last sev-
eral years, and he was really struggling 
to make ends meet. 

Small businesses operate on razor 
thin margins and they are faced with 
dilemmas. Do they cut costs? Do they 
cut their business? Do they raise their 
prices, or do they just go out of busi-
ness? Some of them are even having to 
cut the salaries of their employees. 

Well, Madam Speaker, fuel costs that 
are on the rise are making small busi-
nesses feel the heat, and consumers are 
feeling the heat too. Today we need to 
address the issue of rising fuel costs 

and help our consumers and our small 
businesses. Either way, the American 
worker is suffering, small businesses 
are suffering, and this is a very impor-
tant issue to our Nation. 

Let’s show the people of America 
that we care, and address this issue. 

b 1500 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Madam Chairman, I continue to 
reserve. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT). 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. 
Madam Chairman, I thank the gen-
tleman. 

As we come to the floor now and the 
Democrats talk about beaches, my con-
stituents in the great State of New Jer-
sey suffer. They are suffering from un-
relenting increases in the price of gas, 
up almost a dollar now since the Demo-
crats took control of this House. So as 
my constituents suffer from higher 
food costs, all related energy costs; as 
my constituents suffer from higher 
heating costs, all related to energy 
costs; as my constituents suffer from 
the higher cost of living in general, 
again, related to energy costs, all of 
them should be asking what is it that 
the Democrat Congress is doing to ad-
dress this problem? 

Well, the short answer is nothing 
really helpful. And the long answer is 
really potentially driving up the costs 
even higher. 

Let me give you two quick points. 
First, the Democrats have voted four 
times now, four times, to raise taxes so 
to make sure the discovering and mak-
ing sure that America’s energy inde-
pendence is that much harder. Sec-
ondly, they have voted now to lock up 
almost 85 percent of known specific en-
ergy resources in this country. What 
does that mean? What does that trans-
late to the consumer? Again, the 
Democrats are making it harder for 
America to become energy independent 
from foreign oil. 

Now is the time for all Americans ev-
erywhere across this country to ask 
what is its Democrat Congress doing. 
The short answer is nothing much. The 
long answer is potentially driving up 
the cost for fuel for all of them. Now is, 
therefore, the time for all of us to come 
to the floor to work together for a 
change and to make sure that America 
can, in fact, become energy inde-
pendent. Now is the time for Demo-
crats to be working not against the 
American consumer, but for him in-
stead. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Madam Chairman, I continue to 
reserve. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, 
we don’t have any additional speakers. 
I would urge support of H.R. 2537. I ap-
preciate the hard work of the staffs on 
both sides in bringing this before Con-
gress today. I appreciate the leadership 
of the individuals involved and would 
just urge that we adopt the bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. Madam Chairman, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentlelady from Florida 
(Ms. CASTOR). 

Ms. CASTOR. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of the Beach Pro-
tection Act, and I salute Chairman 
OBERSTAR, Chairman JOHNSON, and 
Congressman PALLONE for their leader-
ship. 

The intent of the Beach Protection 
Act is to protect America’s beautiful 
coastlines from water pollution. Yet 
big oil drilling interests have once 
again filed an amendment that puts 
our beaches and America’s coastlines 
at risk. 

New offshore oil and gas drilling rep-
resents a real hazard to the marine en-
vironment of the State of Florida, but 
all across the country, beaches, our 
coastal environment, our marine re-
sources, the billion dollar tourism in-
dustry in Florida should not be sac-
rificed for a small amount of oil. 

It would only take 24 hours after a 
petroleum spill in the eastern gulf for 
the oil to sully Florida’s panhandle 
beaches. If the spill was swept up in the 
gulf’s powerful loop current, the spill 
would pollute the Florida Keys, con-
taminate estuaries and beaches from 
the Everglades to Cape Canaveral. 

We only have to look back to 2005 
when we had three Category 5 hurri-
canes, Katrina, Rita, and Wilma, that 
caused massive oil spills and pollutants 
in the Gulf of Mexico. It destroyed 150 
petroleum production platforms in the 
gulf and damaged 457 pipelines. 

Drilling off of our beautiful beaches 
is the energy policy of the past. If 
President Bush and my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle truly wanted 
to address high oil prices, you should 
have voted with the Democratic major-
ity to take the huge tax breaks away 
from the big oil companies at a time 
that they are making record profits. 

We are fighting for a new direction 
on energy policy, renewable sources of 
energy. We value our natural environ-
ment, and we value the public health of 
our communities. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Madam Chairman, I yield the 
balance of my time to the chairman of 
the full Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure, the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR). 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman, I 
have sat here patiently and listened to 
a litany of speakers come here and ad-
dress the Committee of the Whole on 
subjects important to them but irrele-
vant to the subject matter at hand. 
And one or another, maybe several of 
them, said ‘‘this Democratic Beach 
bill.’’ 

I just want to remind the colleagues 
that this is the bill of the gentleman 
from California (Mr. BILBRAY), who has 
labored for several years on behalf of 
this legislation. We finally move it 
through committee, bring it to the 
floor, and now it’s laid on our doors to 
be the Democratic bill and why are we 
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wasting the House time. We bring it 
under an open rule, and then someone 
said, you should have brought it on 
suspension. If we had brought it on sus-
pension, they would have complained 
because they didn’t have an oppor-
tunity to offer the eight amendments 
that they’re bringing to the floor. I am 
just perplexed by this tactic. It’s un-
worthy of the legislation pending. 

And we’ve worked hard to accommo-
date the gentleman from California 
who has a legitimate concern. I concur 
with his concern. We bring the bill out, 
and we do it in good faith, and we ex-
pect at least a good-faith response from 
the other side. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman, while 
we debate a bill about beaches today, I am 
again appalled that the majority has once 
again missed an opportunity to address one of 
the biggest problems confronting our constitu-
ents, rising energy costs. It is reported today 
that gasoline prices reached a new all time 
high of $112 a barrel. Yet, we have let another 
week here pass without doing anything to con-
front this challenge. 

Not a week goes by when I am not asked 
about rising energy prices. These increased 
costs affect everyone in our society. But none 
are more affected by these increased costs 
than some of our nation’s most poor. On aver-
age, the nation’s working poor spends ap-
proximately 13 to 30 percent of their yearly in-
come on energy costs, and as prices rise so 
will the amount of their income spent on en-
ergy. 

A large number of factors combine to put 
pressure on energy and gasoline prices, in-
cluding peaked U.S. oil production, increased 
world demand for crude oil, and U.S. refinery 
capacity that is inadequate to supply gasoline 
to a recovering national economy. These are 
serious problems that will not go away with 
time, and they require real solutions that will 
restore American energy independence and 
help ease the pain of record price fill-ups. 
However, the majority in Congress has failed 
to do anything that would address any of 
these factors contributing to high prices. 

When many are citing U.S. production num-
bers and refinery capacity as a reason for in-
creased gas prices, the Majority has proposed 
additional taxes on these domestic energy 
suppliers. We have voted on several bills that 
would impose up to $15 billion in tax in-
creases on domestic energy suppliers. These 
taxes will impede domestic oil and gas pro-
duction, discourage investment in refinery ca-
pacity, and make it more expensive for do-
mestic energy companies to operate in Amer-
ica than their foreign competitors, actually in-
creasing America’s dependence on foreign oil. 

Let’s make no mistake, an increased tax 
doesn’t just hurt energy companies, it hurts 
every American—individual, farm, or com-
pany—that consumes energy. Increased taxes 
on energy companies are passed on to con-
sumers. Every American will see these in-
creased costs on their energy bill. This body 
shouldn’t pass legislation that further raises 
energy prices for consumers. I have voted 
against these attempts to raise taxes, and 
luckily none of these bills have become law. 

Unfortunately, too often in the 110th Con-
gress, the majority’s solution has been to 
place restrictions on the marketplace. Policies 
that increase supply, not those that place re-

strictions on the marketplace, are the solutions 
to today’s energy concerns. For example the 
dramatic expansion of the Renewable Fuels 
Standard to require 36 billion is an artificially 
created government mandate. While I am sup-
portive of renewable energy, we should de-
velop a policy that is technology neutral and 
allows the market to develop new sources of 
renewable energy. The RFS provisions create 
an unrealistic mandate for advanced biofuels 
technology that doesn’t yet exist and creates 
hurdles for the development of second gen-
eration biofuels. These restrictions will un-
doubtedly lead to a consumer tax to help 
bridge the gap in production. 

However, there are many things we could 
actually do here in Congress that would help 
ease the prices at the pump. Many Americans 
don’t know that the U.S. is the world’s largest 
energy producer. Over the past 25 years we 
have pumped 67 billion barrels of oil, and 
strong reserves remain. The fact is the energy 
sources are there—in Alaska, the Rockies, 
and offshore—but political roadblocks keep it 
in the ground instead of in use in the econ-
omy. 

We should also be focusing on the develop-
ment of clean Coal-to-Liquid technologies. 
This is one of the most promising advance-
ments in coal research and produces liquid 
transportation fuels synthesized from coal. 
Even using conservative estimates, our coun-
try has enough coal to last over 200 years. 
Coal is one of our nation’s most abundant re-
sources, yet the development of Coal-to-Liquid 
technologies has been completely ignored by 
this Congress. Producing liquid transportation 
fuels from coal will be a major catalyst in help-
ing our country become energy independent. 

Energy costs are affecting the daily life of all 
of our constituents. We must change the di-
rection this Congress has been headed in ad-
dressing this issue. We must reject the politics 
that put restrictions on the marketplace and 
keep energy in the ground instead of in our 
gas tanks. Instead, we must develop a long- 
term strategy that allows us to access our tra-
ditional energy sources, while developing al-
ternative and renewable energy sources that 
seek to increase energy supplies and encour-
age cleaner, more efficient energy use. 

Mr. GENE GEEEN of Texas. Madam Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of H.R. 2537, the 
Beach Protection Act of 2008. 

Texas is home to over 600 miles of spectac-
ular beaches along the warm waters of the 
Gulf of Mexico. 

This ‘‘Third Coast’’ includes some of the 
most beautiful and calming beaches in the Na-
tion and is a huge contributor to our State 
economy. 

Whether it’s Galveston Island, Corpus Chris-
ti, Port Aransas, or South Padre Island, mil-
lions of Texans and tourists visit and swim in 
our waters, making it vital that we monitor 
these beaches to protect the health and safety 
of American families. 

Just last July, a man who had an ulcer in 
his lower leg went swimming off the coast of 
Galveston County. Three days later he fell ill 
and was rushed to the hospital where he had 
three surgeries to save him from a rare bac-
terial infection. The bacteria entered his ulcer 
through the water and the infection spread to 
his blood. 

While this is a rare case, Madam Chairman, 
it highlights the need to quickly detect water 
contamination and warn the public of possible 
health related threats. 

The Beach Protection Act will provide much- 
needed grants to States along the coasts for 
State and local recreational water monitoring 
and notification programs. 

It expands the grant program and allows 
States to use funding to pinpoint possible 
sources of water contamination and to track 
these pollutants. 

Just as important, the bill strengthens public 
notification laws by requiring a 24-hour notifi-
cation if water samples prove contaminated, 
and allows for public warnings on the possi-
bility that water may be contaminated. 

With more information, individuals and fami-
lies can make the most informed choices 
when vacationing and visiting our public 
beaches. 

I urge my colleagues to support the Beach 
Act to protect our waters and the health of our 
communities. 

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Madam Chair-
man, on behalf of the residents of eastern 
Long Island, I would like to commend Chair-
woman JOHNSON and Congressman PALLONE 
for their leadership and unwavering dedication 
to clean water issues. I would also like to 
thank the Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee staff for their hard work and com-
mitment to advancing this legislation to the full 
House today. 

My district encompasses 300 miles of East-
ern Long Island’s coastline, which includes 
some of this country’s most popular and beau-
tiful beaches that I am very proud to rep-
resent. Maintaining coastal health is an inte-
gral objective not only in my district but to pre-
serve our Nation’s environment and to sustain 
the tourist economies of our States that rely 
on safe, clean beaches. Millions of beach- 
going Americans and their families who will 
flock to our Nation’s shores in the summer 
months ahead deserve pristine waterways, 
and we should do all we can today to pre-
serve them for future generations of Ameri-
cans. 

To that end, the water quality monitoring 
and notification grants established in the 
Beaches Environmental Assessment and 
Coastal Health (BEACH) Act have been abso-
lutely vital to protecting the health of 
beachgoers and preserving the quality of our 
shores. However, it has become clear that fur-
ther development of the BEACH Act is needed 
after recent reports marked progress but 
raised questions about its implementation. 

Therefore, I commend Mr. PALLONE, the au-
thor of the original BEACH Act, for building on 
the program’s success by updating the law 
and advancing improvements in this bill to 
meet the challenges involved with carrying out 
the program and to continue funding its grant 
programs. 

Accordingly, this bipartisan legislation reau-
thorizes grants to states through 2012, but in-
creases grant authorizations to $40 million an-
nually; expands the scope of BEACH Act 
grants from water quality monitoring and notifi-
cation to include pollution source tracking ef-
forts; and strengthens environmental stand-
ards for water quality testing and communica-
tion. In addition, this bill requires that beach 
water quality violations are disclosed not only 
to the public but to all relevant state agencies 
with beach water pollution authority. 

Furthermore, this bill requires the EPA to 
conduct annual reviews to make sure state 
and local governments that receive funding in 
the BEACH Act comply with its process re-
quirements. Under this bill, grantees have one 
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year to comply with the new environmental 
standards. Otherwise, they will be required to 
pay at least a 50 percent match for their grant 
until they come back into compliance, in place 
of current law which allows the government to 
require a non-federal share of up to 50 per-
cent. 

For six years, the BEACH Act has given 
beachgoers the peace of mind that the beach-
es they visit are clean. Our legislation begins 
the process of strengthening this important law 
and reassures the American public that pre-
serving healthy shores is a priority of our envi-
ronmental agenda. 

One in ten tourists is destined for the beach 
this summer—providing our travel and vaca-
tion industries with customers and business. I 
hope my colleagues agree that the BEACH 
Act is an excellent example of an effective 
government program that benefits commu-
nities in every region of the country and has 
yielded tremendous progress in restoring 
healthy shores. 

Madam Chairman, with the leadership and 
support of this body, we can ensure that 
beach visitors throughout the country are as-
sured that local governments have all the re-
sources they need to monitor recreational wa-
ters and alert the public of potential health 
hazards. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute printed in 
the bill is considered as an original bill 
for the purpose of amendment and is 
considered read. 

The text of the committee amend-
ment is as follows: 

H.R. 2537 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Beach Protec-
tion Act of 2007’’. 
SEC. 2. WATER POLLUTION SOURCE IDENTIFICA-

TION. 
(a) SOURCE TRACKING.—Section 406(b) of the 

Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 
1346) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) as 
paragraphs (4) and (5), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(3) SOURCE IDENTIFICATION PROGRAMS.—In 
carrying out a monitoring and notification pro-
gram, a State or local government may develop 
and implement a coastal recreation waters pol-
lution source identification and tracking pro-
gram for coastal recreation waters adjacent to 
beaches or similar points of access that are used 
by the public and are not meeting applicable 
water quality standards for pathogens and 
pathogen indicators.’’. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-
tion 406(i) of such Act (33 U.S.C. 1346(i)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘$30,000,000 for each of fis-
cal years 2001 through 2005’’ and inserting 
‘‘$40,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2008 through 
2012’’. 
SEC. 3. FUNDING FOR BEACHES ENVIRONMENTAL 

ASSESSMENT AND COASTAL HEALTH 
ACT. 

Section 8 of the Beaches Environmental As-
sessment and Coastal Health Act of 2000 (114 
Stat. 877) is amended by striking ‘‘2005’’ and in-
serting ‘‘2012’’. 
SEC. 4. STATE REPORTS. 

Section 406(b)(4)(A)(ii) of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act (as redesignated by sec-
tion (2)(a)(1) of this Act) is amended by insert-

ing ‘‘and all environmental agencies of the State 
with authority to prevent or treat sources of pol-
lution in coastal recreation waters’’ after ‘‘pub-
lic’’. 
SEC. 5. USE OF RAPID TESTING METHODS. 

(a) CONTENTS OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERN-
MENT PROGRAMS.—Section 406(c)(4)(A) of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 
1346(c)(4)(A)) is amended by inserting ‘‘, includ-
ing rapid testing methods,’’ after ‘‘methods’’. 

(b) REVISED CRITERIA.—Section 304(a)(9) of 
such Act (33 U.S.C. 1314(a)(9)) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘and rapid testing methods’’ after 
‘‘methods’’. 

(c) CRITERIA FOR USE OF RAPID TESTING 
METHODS.—Not later than 270 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, and after pro-
viding notice and an opportunity for public 
comment, the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency shall publish criteria 
for the use of rapid testing methods, at coastal 
recreation waters adjacent to beaches or similar 
points of access that are used by the public, that 
will enhance the protection of public health and 
safety through rapid public notification of any 
exceeding of applicable water quality standards. 
In developing such criteria, the Administrator 
shall prioritize the use of rapid testing methods 
at those beaches or similar points of access that 
have the highest use by the public. 

(d) DEFINITION.—Section 502 of such Act (33 
U.S.C. 1362) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(25) RAPID TESTING METHOD.—The term 
‘rapid testing method’ means a method of testing 
the water quality of coastal recreation waters 
for which results are available as soon as prac-
ticable and not more than 6 hours after a water 
quality sample is received by the testing facil-
ity.’’. 
SEC. 6. NOTIFICATION OF FEDERAL, STATE, AND 

LOCAL AGENCIES. 
Section 406(c)(5) of the Federal Water Pollu-

tion Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1346(c)(5)) is amend-
ed— 

(1) by striking ‘‘prompt communication’’ and 
inserting ‘‘communication, within 24 hours of 
the receipt of the results of a water quality sam-
ple,’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (A)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘(i) in the case of any State 

in which the Administrator is administering the 
program under section 402,’’ before ‘‘the Admin-
istrator’’ the first place it appears; and 

(B) by inserting at the end the following: 
‘‘(ii) in the case of any State other than a 

State to which clause (i) applies, all agencies of 
the State government with authority to require 
the prevention or treatment of the sources of 
coastal recreation water pollution; and’’; 

(3) by redesignating paragraphs (6) and (7) as 
paragraphs (7) and (8), respectively; and 

(4) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(6) measures for an annual report to the Ad-
ministrator, in such form as the Administrator 
determines appropriate, on the occurrence, na-
ture, location, pollutants involved, and extent of 
any exceeding of applicable water quality 
standards for pathogens and pathogen indica-
tors;’’. 
SEC. 7. CONTENT OF STATE AND LOCAL PRO-

GRAMS. 
Section 406(c) of the Federal Water Pollution 

Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1346(c)) is amended— 
(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph 

(7) (as redesignated by section 6(3) of this Act); 
(2) by striking the period at the end of para-

graph (8) (as redesignated by section 6(3) of this 
Act) and inserting a semicolon; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(9) a publicly accessible and searchable glob-

al information system database with informa-
tion updated within 24 hours of its availability, 
organized by beach or similar point of access 
and with defined standards, sampling plans, 
monitoring protocols, sampling results, and 

number and cause of closures and advisory 
days; 

‘‘(10) measures for the immediate posting of 
signs at beaches or similar points of access that 
are sufficient to give public notice following the 
results of any water quality sample that dem-
onstrates an exceeding of applicable water qual-
ity standards for pathogens and pathogen indi-
cators for the coastal recreation waters adjacent 
to such beaches or similar points of access; and 

‘‘(11) measures to ensure that closures or 
advisories are made or issued within 24 hours 
after the State government determines that any 
coastal recreation waters in the State are not 
meeting applicable water quality standards for 
pathogens and pathogen indicators.’’. 
SEC. 8. COMPLIANCE REVIEW. 

Section 406(h) of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1346(h)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) as 
subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively; 

(2) by moving such subparagraphs 2 ems to 
the right; 

(3) by striking ‘‘In the’’ and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the’’; and 
(4) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) COMPLIANCE REVIEW.—On or before July 

31 of each calendar year beginning after the 
date of enactment of this paragraph, the Admin-
istrator shall— 

‘‘(A) prepare a written assessment of compli-
ance with all statutory and regulatory require-
ments of this section for each State and local 
government and of compliance with conditions 
of each grant made under this section to a State 
or local government; 

‘‘(B) notify the State or local government of 
such assessment; and 

‘‘(C) make each of the assessments available 
to the public in a searchable database on or be-
fore December 31 of such calendar year. 

‘‘(3) CORRECTIVE ACTION.—Any State or local 
government that the Administrator notifies 
under paragraph (2) that it is not in compliance 
with any requirement or grant condition de-
scribed in paragraph (2) shall take such action 
as may be necessary to comply with such re-
quirement or condition within one year of the 
date of the notification. If the State or local 
government is not in compliance with such re-
quirement or condition within one year of such 
date, any grants made under subsection (b) to 
the State or local government, after the last day 
of such one-year period and while the State or 
local government is not in compliance with all 
requirements and grant conditions described in 
paragraph (2), shall have a Federal share of not 
to exceed 50 percent. 

‘‘(4) GAO REVIEW.—Not later than December 
31 of the third calendar year beginning after the 
date of enactment of this paragraph, the Comp-
troller General shall conduct a review of the ac-
tivities of the Administrator under paragraphs 
(2) and (3) during the first and second calendar 
years beginning after such date of enactment 
and submit to Congress a report on the results 
of such review.’’. 
SEC. 9. STUDY OF GRANT DISTRIBUTION FOR-

MULA. 
(a) STUDY.—Not later than 30 days after the 

date of enactment of this Act, the Administrator 
of the Environmental Protection Agency shall 
commence a study of the formula for the dis-
tribution of grants under section 406 of the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 
1346) for the purpose of identifying potential re-
visions of such formula. 

(b) CONTENTS.—In conducting the study, the 
Administrator shall consider the base cost to 
States of developing and maintaining water 
quality monitoring and notification programs, 
the States’ varied beach monitoring and notifi-
cation needs, including beach mileage, beach 
usage, and length of beach season, and other 
factors that the Administrator determines to be 
appropriate. 
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(c) CONSULTATION.—In conducting the study, 

the Administrator shall consult with appro-
priate Federal, State, and local agencies. 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 12 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Adminis-
trator shall submit to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works of the Senate a report 
on the results of the study, including any rec-
ommendation for revision of the distribution for-
mula referred to in subsection (a). 
SEC. 10. PUBLICATION OF COASTAL RECREATION 

WATERS PATHOGEN LIST. 
Section 304(a)(9) of the Federal Water Pollu-

tion Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1314(a)(9)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(C) PUBLICATION OF PATHOGEN AND PATHO-
GEN INDICATOR LIST.—Upon publication of the 
new or revised water quality criteria under sub-
paragraph (A), the Administrator shall publish 
in the Federal Register a list of all pathogens 
and pathogen indicators studied under section 
104(v).’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment to 
the committee amendment is in order 
except those printed in the portion of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD designated 
for that purpose before the beginning 
of consideration of the bill and pro 
forma amendments for the purpose of 
debate. Each amendment so printed 
may be offered only by the Member 
who caused it to be printed or his des-
ignee and shall be considered read. 

Are there any amendments? 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Madam Chair-

man, I move to strike the last word. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 

recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Madam Chair-

man, I deeply appreciate the recogni-
tion, and I do appreciate the chairman 
of the full committee and the sub-
committee chairman, Mr. BOOZMAN, for 
the legislation we are discussing today; 
but I cannot sit idly by and listen to 
the people talk about the high cost of 
energy when there has been little ac-
tion in this Congress, and I will say 
‘‘this Congress,’’ the past Congresses 
and this present Congress about solv-
ing the high cost of energy to the 
American consumer, the $4 a gallon 
that they’re going to have to pay. 

The last time we passed any energy 
legislation on this floor was 1973. We 
passed the Trans-Alaska Pipeline. 
That’s the last time. At that time, we 
were importing 38 percent of our fossil 
fuels. Today, we are importing 70 per-
cent of our fossil fuels. Mr. and Mrs. 
America, keep in mind 50 percent of 
that fossil fuels is coming from coun-
tries that are not friendly to the 
United States of America. We are send-
ing them over about $500 billion a year 
because this Congress, this Congress, 
has not acted to try to relieve the de-
pendency on fossil fuel from abroad. 

Now some people will say, and I lis-
tened to the young lady, we are going 
to take up alternate forms of energy, 
and I’ll buy that. I’ll put the little 
curlicue lightbulbs in. I’ll do that. I’ll 
save and turn down the thermostat. I’ll 
do that. I’ll, in fact, drive my auto-
mobile slower. Most people do not. But 
that doesn’t solve the problem of the 
energy we need to move product. 

The chairman knows full good and 
well, being the chairman of the Trans-
portation Committee, our economy is 
based upon the ability to move product 
to and fro within this Nation. 

The ship it brings us is driven by fos-
sil fuels. The truck, the plane, the 
automobile, the train is driven by fos-
sil fuels. And if we continue to become 
more dependent, which we apparently 
are going to do under the leadership of 
this Congress, we’ll be in the point 
where we cannot move our product, 
ship them abroad which we produce, 
nor receive them. Seventy percent, 
again from foreign countries. 

And yet we have a tremendous 
amount of fossil fuels, the United 
States of America, that’s not being de-
veloped. It should be developed. Off-
shore. Chukchi Sea, there’s more oil in 
Alaska than there is in the Gulf of 
Mexico at a relatively shallow depth. 
The coasts of California, the coast of 
Florida, the Rocky Mountains, the 
coasts of Virginia, North Carolina, and 
South Carolina has a tremendous 
amount of oil in the realm of about, I 
would suggest, 500 billion barrels of oil. 

That’s available to the American 
public. But we have a leadership now in 
this Congress that believes that the 
world is coming to an end, led by Al 
Gore, that the world is coming to an 
end if we burn fossil fuels. 

I suggest respectfully, Mr. and Mrs. 
America, if we do not lower that price 
to the small business community and 
to the person who has to commute to 
their work site, we are in a dire shape 
in this Nation as a whole. We have to 
address this issue. 

I ask my colleagues, please quit buy-
ing this concept that we are going to 
do it with windmills and with sun 
power. Yes, we could use those things. 
Yes, we ought to use nuclear, and yes, 
we ought to use hydro. The wheel of 
energy should be developed, and this 
Congress has not done it. Has not done 
it. We have this idea we are going to 
solve the problem. Look at the energy 
bill we passed this year through this 
leadership. It produced nothing. Pe-
riod. Nothing. That’s why the con-
sumer today, in America, is going to 
that gas pump, and by the way, it’s a 
tax to him. Every man, woman, and 
child is paying $2,000 a year to Saudi 
Arabia and countries such as because 
we sit idly on our hands doing nothing. 

Madam Chairman, I suggest respect-
fully this Congress has to wake up. I 
listen to the political rhetoric of all of 
the presidential candidates, and no-
body is addressing the energy issue 
other than the fact that we can’t burn 
fossil fuels because we are losing the 
icecap and the polar bears are in dan-
ger. 

Think about this for a moment. 
Think about the American public and 
the need for economy-based, fossil fuel 
driven because it moves an object. We 
must address this. I’m asking my col-
leagues to understand that. Quit pan-
dering. Quit pandering to the interest 
groups that really are trying to so-

cially structure our Nation through 
fear. 

We have the fossil fuel. It is here. It 
should be developed. We should give 
the opportunity instead of restricting 
it, and that’s what we’ve done in this 
Congress. In my state alone we have 
ANWR. It’s passed this House 12 times. 
It passed the Senate once and Bill Clin-
ton vetoed it. It’s got about 36 billion 
barrels of oil available 74 miles away 
from an existing pipeline. And this 
Congress will not step forth and ad-
dress that issue alone because they say 
it’s going to hurt the environment, 74 
miles away from the existing pipeline. 

Madam Chairman, I suggest respect-
fully let’s get off our duffs, and let’s do 
the job we should for this nation. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Madam Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I appreciate 
that, and I appreciate the opportunity 
to come to the floor today to talk 
about an issue that is of vital concern 
and importance to the American peo-
ple. It may not have been what the ma-
jority party wanted to talk about 
today, but it’s what the American peo-
ple want to talk about and that’s en-
ergy. 

I don’t know if anybody had an op-
portunity to walk outside the United 
States Capitol today, but you heard 
trucks with their horns blaring outside 
the Capitol, and they were doing so be-
cause they were objecting to the lead-
ership in this Congress and the lack of 
action on energy prices and gas prices. 
That noise resonates across this land, 
Madam Chairman. Resonates across 
the land. 

I had a group of high school students 
in my office today, and they wanted to 
know what we were doing about en-
ergy. They’d heard that this Congress 
had passed the Energy Efficiency Act. 
They wanted to know about the par-
ticulars of that act. And so we re-
viewed the particulars of that act, and 
I said, how much more gas do you 
think will get to the pumps in commu-
nities across this Nation if we increase 
the taxes on American oil companies? 
Well, these are bright high school kids. 
They said, well, not much more. And 
they’re absolutely right, Madam Chair-
man, because the Energy Efficiency 
Act that this Congress passed in this 
session, in this term, will produce no 
energy. No new energy. 

Mr. NUNES. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I’m pleased to 
yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. NUNES. I was listening to your 
conversation on the floor. I want to re-
iterate what’s going on outside. You 
made the point, but there are trucks 
driving through this Capitol right now 
trying to drive around to raise aware-
ness to the people of the United States 
that the gas price is too high. And 
meanwhile today, we are debating a 
bill on beaches on the floor of the 
House while gas prices are soaring to $4 
plus a gallon. 
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And so I thank the gentleman from 
Georgia for bringing this up and for 
yielding to me because this is some-
thing that we should be debating on 
the House floor. We should be talking 
about energy, not talking about how 
we’re going to save the beaches. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Reclaiming 
my time, I appreciate your comments. 

And if you think about what has 
changed in the last 15 months in terms 
of leadership here in Washington, it’s 
not the other end of Pennsylvania Ave-
nue. The only thing that’s changed 
during the period of time when crude 
oil has gone from $56 a barrel to $112 a 
barrel, the only thing that’s changed in 
terms of the leadership in Washington 
is the leadership in Congress. That’s 
the only thing that’s changed. There 
must be a cause and effect here some-
where, Madam Chairman, because gas 
prices are increasing, and the leader-
ship has been woeful in not attempting 
to deal with this issue. 

And so I would ask my colleagues to 
bring to the floor issues that are of 
paramount importance to the Amer-
ican people. The issue that’s of para-
mount importance in my district is en-
ergy and gas prices. And this Congress 
is doing nothing about it, in spite of 
the proclamations and promises made 
during the previous election. 

So, Madam Chairman, there are won-
derful solutions out there, there are 
positive solutions. Conservation: We 
can do a whole lot more to incentivize 
individuals to conserve. Utilizing 
American resources for Americans, 
there’s a novel thought, Madam Chair-
man. There are incredible resources 
that we have. And we’ve got the tech-
nology and the American ingenuity to 
do it in an environmentally sensitive 
way, and we ought to. We ought to. 
This leadership ought to allow that 
kind of issue to come to the floor. 

And finally, alternative fuel. It’s im-
perative that we have the kind of re-
search and development and 
incentivizing alternative fuel forma-
tion in this Nation in ways that we’ve 
never done before, not pick winners 
and losers, which is what Washington 
tends to want to do, but to incentivize 
a system that would provide for won-
derful, entrepreneurial, visionary, en-
thusiastic individuals all across this 
Nation who have the intelligence and 
the foresight and the desire to help 
America prevail in our energy inde-
pendence. 

So, Madam Chairman, I come to the 
floor today with a level of frustration 
by the inability of this leadership, ap-
parently, to address the concerns of the 
American people, to address the con-
cerns of those high school students 
that were in my office this morning, to 
address the concerns of those truckers, 
who continue out there outside the 
Capitol blaring their horns and saying, 
wake up. Wake up, Madam Speaker, 
wake up leadership in this Congress, 
wake up and address the issues that are 
of paramount importance to the Amer-

ican people. The paramount issue 
today is energy and gasoline prices, 
and we must, as a Congress, address 
that issue in a positive way. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 
The CHAIRMAN. Members are re-

minded to address their remarks to the 
Chair. 

Mr. NUNES. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. NUNES. I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Georgia for bringing this 
issue up. And I know that the bill here 
today is this beaches bill, but the con-
cern that I have is that we’re not ad-
dressing the needs of the American 
people. 

When the Democrats took the major-
ity, we were told that we were going to 
go back to 5-day workweeks. Last 
week, we were in 3 days; we did two 
votes each day. This week, we’ve only 
done a couple votes each day. And here 
we are doing a bill that now I’m being 
told we’re not even going to finish the 
bill today, a bill regarding beaches, 
while we have truckers going around 
the Capitol honking their horns, trying 
to get the attention of the United 
States Congress, to get the attention of 
the Democrat majority to do some-
thing about lowering their fuel price. 

And the answers that we’ve received 
from the other side of the aisle are al-
ways the same answers: We need to re-
peal the tax breaks to the oil compa-
nies. Well, if we want to repeal the tax 
breaks to the oil companies, that’s not 
going to lower the fuel price. As the 
gentleman from Alaska stated and the 
gentleman from Georgia stated pre-
viously, the way that you lower the 
fuel price and the way that you stop 
buying fuel from foreign countries is 
you have to drill in America. We have 
to drill for oil in America. 

I’m a big supporter of solar energy 
and wind energy, they’re great renew-
able fields, but we get less than 1 per-
cent of our energy from these sources. 
So if we want to talk about renewable 
sources of energy, we’re going to have 
to look seriously at nuclear power. 
We’re going to have to look at using 
the oil that we have in this country if 
we don’t want to buy oil from foreign 
countries. These are the types of things 
that we’re going to have to do in this 
Congress. But unfortunately, we’ve 
made this commitment, supposedly, to 
the American people that we’re going 
to work 5 days a week, but instead we 
only work a few hours a day and end up 
working 3 days a week. Today we have 
to get out of here by 4, I’m told, be-
cause the Democrats don’t want to 
stay in so that they can get on an air-
plane and fly home. We’re not even 
going to finish a bill on beaches. And 
meanwhile, the American people are 
outside this Congress driving their 
trucks, honking their horn, asking for 
the attention of this Congress, and this 
Congress is not paying attention. 

We’ve got to do something to lower 
these fuel prices, Madam Chairman. 

The Democrats are in control, they’re 
in the majority. We need answers. My 
constituents need answers. They need 
their fuel price lowered. They need 
their electricity cost lowered. The only 
way we can do this is by building nu-
clear power plants, investing in wind 
and solar power, and drilling for oil in 
America. 

And I would hope, as the gentleman 
from Alaska has stated over and over 
again, the last time we’ve gotten seri-
ous about drilling for oil in Alaska was 
1973. 1973. And here we are, 35 years 
later, with no more oil production. 
Now we used to have at least half of 
our oil came from the United States, 
now we’re less than 30 percent of our 
oil that comes from the United States. 

And we send money to Venezuela, we 
send money to Saudi Arabia, and the 
other side of the aisle complains about 
it. But their only answer is that we 
need to repeal the tax cuts to the oil 
companies. So in their last energy bill, 
what did we repeal? We picked the 
American companies. We repealed the 
tax breaks on the American companies 
and we gave tax breaks to the Ven-
ezuela oil companies. 

So I don’t know what we’re going to 
do in this Democrat majority to solve 
the country’s problems. President Bush 
has said that he will sign a bill to drill 
for oil in America. He will sign any bill 
that promotes nuclear power. These 
are the answers that the American peo-
ple need and they should demand from 
this Congress to have those answers. 

And I would hope, Madam Chairman, 
that this Democrat majority listens to 
the truckers that are outside right now 
honking their horn trying to get this 
Congress’ attention. And I am happy 
that at least on our side of the aisle, 
the Republican side of the aisle, we are 
taking this opportunity, during a bill 
that we’re talking about beaches here, 
but we’re trying to bring to the Amer-
ican people, to bring to the attention 
of this Congress that we need to lower 
the fuel price, and we need to do it 
today. 

So with that, Madam Chairman, I 
will yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Madam 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Georgia is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Madam 
Chairman, you know, it’s interesting 
that we came here to talk about a 
beach bill, and we’re finally getting a 
chance to talk about some energy be-
cause most American families are not 
going to have the money to drive to 
the beach this year. 

We look at the price of gasoline right 
now. And I earlier quoted some of the 
quotes from the Democratic leadership 
about how they were going to get a 
grip and get ahold of the gas prices and 
bring them down. Well, since they’ve 
been in the majority, they have actu-
ally gone up $1 per gallon, oil has gone 
up about 100 percent. And what are we 
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telling our people at home? I’ve got to 
go back and explain to the people of 
the Third District of Georgia that this 
week, rather than addressing the price 
of gas and our energy situation, that 
we did some beach restoration, which 
is a very worthy bill; we did some land-
scape conservation; we named some 
post offices; and we did some several 
other suspensions. But I’ve got to go 
back and tell them that, when they’re 
standing there at the gas pump almost 
pumping $4 a gallon into their car, that 
they need to realize something, they 
need to realize what the majority plan 
for our future price of motor fuel is. 

The chairman, who I have a great 
deal of respect for, on the Transpor-
tation Committee, Mr. OBERSTAR, 
who’s been here a long time and is very 
wise, but he projected or at least pro-
posed a 5 cents a gallon hike for our in-
frastructure and $1 per barrel on oil. 
The Energy and Commerce chairman is 
talking about a carbon tax. He’s also 
talking about a 50 cent per gallon tax 
on fuel. 

We’re talking about taking away 
these tax breaks from Big Oil. You 
know, we can take away tax breaks 
from anybody, but I’m telling you, if 
you take a tax break away from a com-
pany that is manufacturing products in 
this country, they’re not going to just 
absorb that loss, they’re going to go up 
on the price of their product. So we’re 
talking about maybe 55, 60 cents more 
a gallon. 

So I’ve got to go back and tell my 
constituents, look, here’s their plan: 
Their plan is to go up another 55 cents 
or so a gallon on your gas, another dol-
lar on a barrel of oil, take away any 
tax breaks that the big oil companies 
have that hopefully they’re passing on 
to you, and your Congress just spent 
$30,000 to buy 30 bicycles. So they’ve 
got a great plan. 

And I guess this is the great plan 
that we’ve heard about in so many of 
these quotes about how they were 
going to fix the price of gas. We’ve 
bought 30 bicycles at a cost of $30,000; 
we’re going to increase the price of gas 
55 cents; we’re going to take away the 
tax breaks for Big Oil so they can go 
up, increase the price on a barrel of oil. 
We’re not going to do any domestic 
drilling. We’re going to depend on 
changing light bulbs. We’re going to 
depend on solar power. We’re going to 
depend on windmills. 

Now, Madam Chairman, I just don’t 
know how much comfort that’s going 
to give the people of the Third Congres-
sional District of Georgia. In fact, I 
don’t know that if I tell them that, 
that they’re even going to believe that, 
that this body, this House, that is their 
answer to them paying $4 a gallon for 
gas. It’s just going to be hard for me to 
sell it. But if they will pay attention to 
what’s going on up here, then I think 
they’ll be convinced that these are the 
only things that the majority has 
brought forth. 

We need to concentrate on being less 
dependent on foreign oil. We need to 

look at our own future, our own lands, 
our own prospects of what we’re doing. 
And as the gentleman from Alaska 
said, regardless of what you think 
about fossil fuels, we’re going to be 
using it. And so we need to provide for 
ourselves. 

And I think it’s a shame that each 
and every one of us, and I know we’re 
going to be through by 4 o’clock be-
cause, you know, we do need to get 
home, but we’re not doing our job. 
We’re not doing the business of the 
people when we constantly go home 
and people ask us, help us, help me, 
help me be able to put gas in my car to 
take my children to soccer practice, or 
go to school, or go to the beach. 

So I’m going to go back and I’m 
going to say, I’ll tell you what, we gave 
you some help. We’re going to raise the 
price of gas and oil and we’re buying 
bicycles. 

Mr. TERRY. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Nebraska is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. TERRY. Madam Chairman, I, 
too, rise, sticking up for American 
families that are struggling with the 
high prices of many products right 
now, most of which I hear from my 
constituents in Nebraska is about the 
price of gasoline at the pump. I hear 
about the groceries as well. And of 
course then when I see a bill like this, 
the bill that we have up now about 
making sure that our beaches are clean 
and we have plans for that, unfortu-
nately under the leadership of the 
House and Senate currently now, my 
first thought isn’t well, that’s abso-
lutely right, we need to keep our 
beaches clean. My first thought is, is 
this another environmental tool to 
make sure that we can’t get to drilling 
in places where we need to get? 

Now, the frequently asked question 
about gasoline prices is, what are you 
going to do about it? Well, we have a 
couple of options that I think could al-
leviate some of the pressure. One is, we 
can take the 1970s actions done by the 
Nixon administration to simply set the 
price. We will set the price. We will 
freeze them; $3.30 at my home, we can 
freeze that. Well, what did that do? 
Created about a half mile line for gas. 
And then maybe if you pulled up to the 
pump, you might see that little white 
piece of paper that said ‘‘out of gas.’’ 
We can go back to that. But the gas 
prices would be stable. But running out 
of gas begs the question, the question 
is, what’s causing this? 

b 1530 

Now, obviously it’s just simple high 
school economic supply and demand, 
folks. What we have is that oil that we 
have access to within the United 
States, whether it’s ANWR or off the 
Continental Shelf or shale in Colorado 
or other pockets that have been made 
into public lands and thereby 
unaccessible, what we’ve done is adopt 
a policy in this country that we want 

to push the production or creation of 
fuel out of our country to foreign coun-
tries. That makes us reliant on foreign 
countries. In fact, about 60 some per-
cent, about 63 percent, of our oil needs 
are imported. We use about 20 million 
barrels per day to meet our energy 
needs, and 14 million barrels per day 
are imported. So as other countries 
compete with us for that oil on the 
world market, prices increase. At the 
well head, just yesterday closing out 
the markets, sweet crude jumped $2.30, 
hitting a new record of $112.21, closing 
at the closing record of $110.87 per bar-
rel. 

Now, we can ask what the solution 
will be. Do we just simply raise taxes 
on oil production, or do we say that it’s 
part of our plan to make sure that we 
can become energy independent and se-
cure this Nation’s future? And I think 
the long-term answer can be the type 
of issues that we’re dealing with, with 
alternative and biofuels like cellulosic 
ethanol, like hydrogen, but let’s admit 
that those are a generation away if we 
make the commitment today. So what 
we need to do in the meantime is either 
be honest with the American citizens 
and say that our policy is to limit sup-
ply in a competitive global market, 
therefore, get used to $4 and then $5 per 
gallon of gas, or we allow the drilling 
to take place where we can produce 
more of our own resources of oil. And 
we can do that. 

I asked the question the other day, 
how much oil and natural gas do we 
have access to within 75 miles of our 
coastline? The answer is ‘‘I don’t 
know’’ because we have been blocked 
from being able to explore that. We 
can’t measure that. That’s wrong. 

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. FLAKE 
Mr. FLAKE. Madam Chairman, I 

have an amendment at the desk. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment No. 8 offered by Mr. FLAKE: 
Page 3, after line 8, insert the following: 
(c) PROHIBITION ON EARMARKS.—None of the 

funds appropriated pursuant to section 406(i) 
of such Act (33 U.S.C. 1346(i)) may be used for 
a Congressional earmark as defined in clause 
9(d) of rule XXI of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Arizona is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Chairman, the 
focus of the Beach Act is to ensure that 
citizens enjoy recreational activity in 
the coastal waters and that they can do 
that safely. That should be the focus of 
the bill, and that’s where I think we 
should keep the focus of the bill. 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
make sure that the purpose of the bill 
is not to protect vulnerable Members, 
vulnerable incumbents. And, unfortu-
nately, that’s been the case with a lot 
of legislation that we have passed in 
the past. It just simply becomes a mag-
net for earmarks, for Member ear-
marks, to protect vulnerable Members 
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or to reward Members or to go towards 
Members in leadership or in high posi-
tions on particular committees. 

The Beach Act authorizes a formula- 
based grant program to help implement 
State and local beach monitoring, as-
sessment, notification programs. What 
we don’t want to see is money bled off 
from these formula-based programs to 
Member projects. Unfortunately, that 
has happened. And if we don’t think 
that it will happen with this bill, then 
we have our heads in the sand. 

The purpose of this amendment is 
simply to say that none of the moneys 
authorized in this legislation will go 
toward earmarks, that all of the money 
as it is now will go toward formula- 
based funding. 

Now, some might say that the Beach 
Act has not been historically ear-
marked. That is true. That’s how it 
should remain. The problem is some of 
the legislation that has not been his-
torically earmarked is now earmarked. 
In fact, when we passed the Homeland 
Security bill, which we celebrated 
today 5 years after, we were told this 
will not be earmarked. This will be for-
mula-based grants, it will be spread 
out, but it will not be earmarked. And 
for 4 years that remained true. 

But last year the legislation to fund 
the Department of Homeland Security 
had a boatload of earmarks in it. Ac-
cording to Taxpayers For Common 
Sense, the 2008 omnibus bill contained 
128 earmarks worth more than $400 mil-
lion in Homeland Security funding. Ac-
cording to a story by the Hill, 115 new 
earmarks worth $117 million were air- 
dropped at the last moment. These 
were earmarks that we said we weren’t 
going to do anyway in a bill that we 
said we were not going to earmark. 
These were, obviously, to assist vulner-
able Members. 

Many were earmarks in the funding 
for FEMA’s Predisaster Mitigation 
Program. This was a program intended 
to ‘‘save lives and reduce property 
damage’’ by providing funds for ‘‘haz-
ard mitigation planning, acquisition, 
and relocation of structures out of the 
floodplain.’’ In 2007 this program re-
ceived $101 million to fund competi-
tively awarded projects with no ear-
marks. According to Taxpayers for 
Common Sense, in 2008 this program 
received a boost in funding to $114 mil-
lion, but nearly half of the amount, 
$51.3 million, was tied to 96 earmarked 
projects, including earmarks for 
projects that should not have qualified 
for funding under the program. 

So we could have earmarks in this 
beach program for projects that aren’t 
even eligible under the formula-based 
funding that’s currently here, and 
that’s what we should all fear. This 
body has gone far too far over the past 
several years, under Republicans and 
Democrats, in bleeding off necessary 
funding for particular programs just to 
protect vulnerable incumbents during 
re-election or just to reward particular 
Members. 

Some people will say, well, we know 
in Congress better than those faceless 

bureaucrats in some department. Well, 
if that is the case, then we should have 
parameters. We should provide over-
sight. That’s what this body is sup-
posed to do. There is a process called 
authorization, appropriation, and over-
sight. And that’s the process we need 
to follow, not circumventing that proc-
ess by earmarking. 

That’s the purpose of this amend-
ment. I hope that we can all agree that 
this is needed to ensure that this pro-
gram is not earmarked in the future. 

With that, Madam Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Minnesota is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. In the 109th Con-
gress, we considered the reauthoriza-
tion of the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission. During consideration of the 
bill in committee, I proposed language 
to prohibit earmarks, which have been 
done time and again in the appropria-
tion process, prohibit earmarks in the 
Appalachian Regional Commission ap-
propriation process. The gentleman 
from Arizona supported my initiative, 
and I appreciated his support. It was 
the right thing to do. 

Unfortunately, the committee did 
not include that language. When the 
bill came to the floor, I worked to de-
feat the bill because it did not have 
that prohibition on earmarks, and the 
gentleman from Arizona supported my 
initiative. 

In the BEACH bill, or the Beach En-
vironmental Assessment and Coastal 
Health Act, proposed by the gentleman 
from California, with whom I worked 
on this matter for a period of 6 or 7 
years, both in his previous seating in 
Congress and during the time he was 
out of service in the Congress and when 
he returned, it’s a good bill. The initial 
BEACH Act authorized $30 million. 
About $10 million has been appro-
priated each year. And the money goes 
out by formula to the States. There 
have never been earmarks. In the Ap-
propriations Committee nor on the 
House floor have there ever been at-
tempts to suballocate the funds. Each 
State receives a portion of annual ap-
propriations based on a calculation of 
each State’s varied beach monitoring 
and notification efforts. 

Now, we know very well that $10 mil-
lion is insufficient, and because money 
is insufficient for a bill, that’s often 
why, Madam Chairman, Members come 
with a proposal for an earmark to des-
ignate money so they are sure that 
their State or their beach or their city 
gets their, at least, perceived fair share 
of funding. 

But it’s never been done on this legis-
lation, and we don’t need any such lim-
itation language. I think we have a fair 
formula, a specific focus on the base 
cost of the States of developing, main-
taining water quality monitoring, noti-
fication programs, the mileage of the 
beach, beach use, the length of the sea-

son, and other factors that the admin-
istrator of the agency determines to be 
appropriate. That is fair, and I think 
Members of this body and of the other 
body recognize that it’s fair; so they 
haven’t attempted to tinker with it, 
and we shouldn’t do that in this bill. 
This is a good piece of legislation, a 
fair piece of legislation. 

Look, we bring this bill to the House 
floor under an open rule. It’s one advo-
cated by a Member from the other side, 
a Member for whom I have the highest 
personal regard, and then we have a 
succession of Members standing here 
complaining that we bring a bill to the 
floor under an open rule that should 
have been brought under suspension. If 
we had brought it under suspension, I 
suspect the same people would come to 
the floor, Madam Chairman, and com-
plain that we didn’t have an open rule. 

So we’re trying to the do the right 
thing on the right piece of legislation, 
and we ought not to gimmick it with 
this proposal that is totally unneces-
sary for a limitation on earmarks. We 
ought not to adopt this amendment. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Madam 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Georgia is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Madam 
Chairman, I want to thank the chair-
man for bringing that up because I 
think every bill needs to be brought to 
the floor like this, an open rule, so we 
can have debate. This is a breath of 
fresh air to have an open rule. I can’t 
remember the last time we had one. So 
this is a great thing that we have this. 
This is our republican action in letting 
people, our constituents, hear our dif-
ferent views on these bills rather than 
just having it jammed down our 
throats. So I agree with the chairman 
on this, and I hope more of these can be 
brought under an open rule. 

Madam Chairman, I would like to 
yield to my good friend from Arizona 
(Mr. FLAKE). 

Mr. FLAKE. I thank the gentleman 
from Georgia for yielding. 

And I want to thank the gentleman 
from Minnesota, Madam Chairman. I 
could not agree more with virtually ev-
erything he has said. This is an impor-
tant bill. It was brought here, and it 
has not been historically earmarked. 
That is great. We need to keep it that 
way. We need to keep, as he so aptly 
put it, Members from meddling in this. 
That’s the purpose of this amendment, 
to keep Members from meddling with 
the formula-based program in the bill. 

It was mentioned that it’s unneces-
sary because it hasn’t been historically 
earmarked. I suppose the same would 
have been said had I brought the same 
amendment last year to the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security authoriza-
tion bill or the appropriation bill be-
cause it hadn’t historically been ear-
marked. We promised not to do that. 
But yet we have earmarked between 
$500 million and $1 billion, hundreds of 
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earmarks air-dropped at the last 
minute, never debated on the House 
floor, never debated, never an oppor-
tunity to amend them out. And that’s 
what we are trying to do here is to pro-
tect this important legislation from 
the same fate. 

It was mentioned that we have in-
creased the authorization for money in 
this legislation. That is true. We did 
that in the FEMA grants in Homeland 
Security and then earmarked it. We in-
creased it by a little and then ear-
marked it by a lot. It doesn’t take con-
spiracy theorists to say that this might 
be happening here, that maybe this is 
what is going to be attempted here, to 
start earmarking this legislation, to 
get these programs that are funded by 
formula to instead fund Members who 
need protection in their re-election or 
who need to be rewarded in some other 
way. That’s not how we should do busi-
ness. 

The purpose of this amendment is 
recognizing the importance of this leg-
islation and making sure that Members 
don’t meddle in it. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

b 1545 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. And I want 
to thank the gentleman for bringing 
this amendment because a little ounce 
of prevention is worth a pound of cure. 
And so I think what we are doing, like 
he said, is just making sure that we are 
perfectly clear to anybody on the con-
ference committee, or any other proc-
ess that this bill goes through, that 
we’re not to air-drop these earmarks 
that we never get a chance to discuss. 
It is very seldom that we get to discuss 
anything on the floor in the manner 
that we are being able to talk about 
this beach restoration bill as we are 
today. And so I think it is a great thing 
that we are having this open discus-
sion. 

Again, I want to comment that I 
hope that one day my constituents 
from Georgia’s Third Congressional 
District, which is not that far away 
from the beach, will be able to have the 
money that won’t pinch their budget to 
be able to drive to the beach. Right 
now in Georgia you’re paying $3.29 per 
gallon, which is $1 more a gallon than 
we paid when the 110th Congress start-
ed. And we had all the empty promises 
and the smoke-and-mirror gadgets that 
came from the majority that they were 
going to somehow, that they had some 
kind of miraculous plan to lower gas 
prices. 

We have yet to see that plan. We’ve 
talked about raising the fuel tax. We’ve 
talked about raising the price of a bar-
rel of oil. We’ve actually purchased bi-
cycles. And we have done a lot of dif-
ferent things. But the price of gas and 
oil continues to go up. 

We had a bailout that caused our dol-
lar to deflate. And that, itself, prob-
ably caused the price of a barrel of oil 
to go up. So I am waiting on that 
magic wand. I am waiting on that se-
cret that Speaker PELOSI and Leader 

HOYER and the whip, Mr. CLYBURN, all 
talked about prior to getting in charge. 

It almost reminds me of a dog inside 
a fence that is really barking and yelp-
ing and wanting to get out and wanting 
to convince its master that it can go 
out and do the things that it wants to 
show that it can do. And then once it 
gets out of the gate, it just kind of lays 
down under a tree and scratches its ear 
or something. 

So I am ready for some action. I 
think the American people are ready 
for action. Bring out this magic plan. 
Unveil it. Let’s see it. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Madam Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Madam Chairman, this amend-
ment is a proposed solution in search 
of a problem. The Beaches Environ-
mental Assessment and Coastal Health 
Act, or the BEACH Act, which this leg-
islation amends, was introduced to 
limit and prevent human exposure to 
polluted coastal recreation waters, in-
cluding those along the Great Lakes. 

The initial BEACH Act authorized 
$30 million annually to assist States 
and local governments to implement 
beach monitoring, assessment and pub-
lic notification programs. 

Funds authorized under the initial 
BEACH Act and under the legislation 
we consider today go either to the En-
vironmental Protection Agency or are 
distributed to individual States on a 
formula basis. 

Each State receives a portion of an-
nual appropriations which have hov-
ered around $10 million based upon a 
calculation of the State’s variant 
beach monitoring and notification 
needs. 

The committee is aware of the con-
cerns that the current formula utilized 
by EPA for the distribution of grant 
funds may not provide for an equitable 
allocation of funds among States at 
current appropriation levels. 

Section 9 of this legislation requires 
EPA to conduct a study of potential re-
visions to the formula with a specific 
focus on base costs to States of devel-
oping and maintaining water quality 
monitoring and notification programs, 
the State’s varied beach monitoring 
and notification needs, including beach 
mileage, beach usage and length of 
beach season and other factors that the 
administrator determines to be appro-
priate. 

None of the funds appropriated under 
this legislation go out to the States or 
local communities under a ‘‘congres-
sional earmark.’’ 

This amendment has no bearing on 
the authorities under the BEACH Act 
or EPA’s beach program. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back. 
Mr. PENCE. I move to strike the last 

word. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Indiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PENCE. I rise in strong support 
of the Flake amendment because the 
American people need taxpayer protec-
tion more than we need beach protec-
tion. Now I understand this is impor-
tant legislation that Congress is con-
sidering today. And I do not rise to 
trivialize this bill. It has its moorings 
in and its heritage in bipartisan foun-
dations. I rise, rather, to say that the 
time has come for this Congress to get 
serious in large ways and in small ways 
about the epidemic of earmarking that 
has taken hold of the Federal budget 
process. 

In fiscal year 2008, according to one 
estimate, legislation that passed in one 
catch-all omnibus bill included some 
11,610 earmarks in all of those different 
appropriations bills in the course of the 
year costing taxpayers some $17.2 bil-
lion. It was the second highest number 
of earmarks any Congress has ever ap-
proved. It represented a 337 percent in-
crease above fiscal year 2007. 

What the Flake amendment says, in 
effect, is that none of the funds appro-
priated pursuant to this section may be 
used for a congressional earmark as de-
fined by the House rules. Now, this is 
part and parcel of an effort by many of 
us that I believe, while it is being led 
by Republicans, I believe there are 
many in the other party who under-
stand that earmarks is a cancer in the 
belly of the Federal budget. And we 
must address it. 

The Flake amendment seizes this op-
portunity and this moment of this leg-
islation that says that should the 
Beach Protection Act of 2007 be signed 
into law, that at no point in the future 
may it be used as a vehicle for ear-
marking. And as the author of this 
amendment has suggested, we have 
been assured in the past before that 
those things pertaining to homeland 
security, the Department of Homeland 
Security, would not become vehicles 
for earmarking, and they have. 

And for my part, let me say this is 
not an issue that I am interested in 
demagoguing, Madam Chairman. For 
my part, through the course of my ca-
reer up until very recently, I have re-
quested earmarks and special projects 
for my district. But I must tell you, 
having negotiated when Republicans 
were in charge for earmark reform, 
having supported Democrat efforts for 
earmark reform, at the end of last year 
when I saw a catchall omnibus bill 
come to the floor of this Congress with 
hundreds of unexamined earmarks 
dropped in at the last minute in the 
dead of night that hadn’t been subject 
to the scrutiny the American people 
demand, I knew it was time for a 
change. And so I had to tell the people 
of my district that I could no longer be 
a part of this flawed system. And I 
commend the gentleman from Arizona 
for his extraordinary leadership on this 
issue. 

I want to challenge my colleagues to 
support the Flake amendment. But 
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let’s just begin there. Let’s support a 
moratorium on earmarking in this 
Congress. The American people know 
there is something fundamentally 
wrong with the way we spend the peo-
ple’s money, especially when it comes 
to earmarks. 

Frankly, I used an analogy not long 
ago, Madam Chairman, of an airplane. 
When you’re flying an airplane through 
the air, and the meters on the control 
panel tell you that something is wrong 
with the engine, the first thing you do 
is put the plane on the ground and get 
the hood open and find out what is 
wrong. Well, many of us who are advo-
cating an earmark moratorium believe 
the time has come for us to put the 
plane on the ground in a bipartisan 
way, embrace an earmark moratorium 
and reform this system in the way that 
Congressmen FRANK WOLF and JACK 
KINGSTON have suggested in their com-
mission format. 

And let me say, as I close in strong 
support of the Flake amendment, that 
there is enough blame to go around on 
this earmarking business. I recognize 
earmarking came of age under Repub-
lican control of the Congress. And I am 
not rising here to point fingers. I am, 
however, rising to say that we need to 
change the way we spend the people’s 
money. The only way we will do that is 
by embracing the bold leadership that 
Congressman JEFF FLAKE has brought 
to this Congress in connection with the 
Beach Protection Act, but it also 
means embracing a moratorium and 
coming together, Republicans and 
Democrats, liberals and conservatives, 
and saying we are going to push away 
from the table, and we are going to 
bring fundamental earmark reform to 
the American people. And that’s my 
hope. 

And I urge support for the amend-
ment as a first step in that direction. 

I yield back. 
Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Arkansas is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. I agree with Mr. 
FLAKE and Mr. PENCE about the situa-
tion of needing to earmark responsibly. 
And certainly earmarking to protect 
vulnerable Members, in fact, anything 
of that certainly is not for the good of 
the country and the good of Congress 
or whatever. 

I guess what I question is that in this 
particular amendment, in this par-
ticular bill, I think it is inappropriate. 
This program is a formula-based grants 
program that has not been earmarked 
in the past and there’s no plans to ear-
mark it in the future. 

We are not talking about beach res-
toration. We are not talking about 
beach reclamation. We are talking 
about a bill that allows States, allows 
beaches, to monitor pathogens so that 
when a family from Arkansas goes to 
Florida or goes to South Carolina, 
wherever they go, and they pull up, 
that they can, with safety, get out and 

swim in the waters without it being a 
cesspool. I wish that more people would 
sneak an earmark in the night to pro-
tect their beach. Again, that is not 
going to happen with this bill. It is not 
the purpose of the bill. 

So I would ask that we vote against 
this, and yet again I feel very strongly 
that what Mr. PENCE is saying, what 
Mr. FLAKE is trying to do with his 
amendment is appropriate, but not in 
this particular vehicle. I don’t think 
that it pertains at all. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Would the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gen-

tleman for his very thoughtful com-
ments, which I fully concur. But I also 
would like to take this opportunity to 
compliment the gentleman from Indi-
ana for a very thoughtful, reasoned, 
balanced and principled statement that 
adhered to the purpose of the amend-
ment and stuck to the principle that 
the underlying amendment addresses. 
Though I disagree with the outcome of 
his reasoning, it was a very thoughtful 
and a principled statement, more of the 
kind of discussion we ought to have on 
this floor. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. BOOZMAN. I yield back. 
Mr. CONAWAY. I move to strike the 

last word. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. CONAWAY. I, too, want to con-

gratulate the majority party for bring-
ing an open rule bill to the floor. It is 
a rare event. And hopefully our side 
won’t wear out its welcome so poorly 
that this is the last open rule bill that 
is brought. I know it has to happen on 
appropriations bills, but we are not too 
excited about those coming later this 
year. 

I rise in support of the Flake amend-
ment. It is a pretty straightforward 
amendment that, to quote an often 
poorly used phrase, the opponent doth 
protest too much. I have not heard 
anything really as to why it is inappro-
priate for this to be attached to the 
legislation, how this would cripple the 
legislation, how this would prevent the 
monitoring processes, how this would 
prevent the grant-based programming 
from functioning. I have just heard ar-
guments that ‘‘let’s don’t do it because 
we have never done it that way be-
fore.’’ 

And I am persuaded that under the 
Department of Homeland Security ex-
ample, this idea of ‘‘let’s just, because 
we have not done it before, we won’t do 
it in the future.’’ And I would prefer to 
have a straightforward statement in 
this important legislation. 

We had an event this past year where 
a young man, although this legislation 
won’t affect this because it happened in 
one of the lakes in Texas, where a 
young man had an amoeba-borne ill-
ness get into his brain, and it killed 
him. It was a freak and tragic accident. 
And obviously this legislation is aimed 
at trying to prevent similar type of oc-

currences on our beaches, coastal 
beaches I guess, but the idea that 
somehow because we have been pure in 
the past we will remain pure in the fu-
ture. And our history here with respect 
to earmarks is anything but that. 

So as we look at the Flake amend-
ment and why it is important, I hope 
that someone can rise to say, here is a 
mechanical reason why it is inappro-
priate to have this earmark restric-
tion, this statement, flatout statement 
that I think both sides can agree on. 
Because while earmarking doesn’t real-
ly fix the overall spending pattern and 
the overall spending problem that we 
have in this Congress, because every-
body knows that the annual budget is 
set, and every one of those nickels that 
get allocated to the Appropriations 
Committee will get spent, and most all 
of this earmark churn happens within 
that number. And so to the extent that 
we do away with all earmarks, it really 
won’t impact the total amount spent. 

b 1600 

My grandchildren, of whom I have 
seven, have a $53 trillion debt staring 
them in the face because we have made 
$53 trillion in unfunded promises to 
each other, issues that we think are 
important to my generation and my 
parents’ generation, but we are taking 
their money to pay for it. 

So anything that we can do to begin 
the process of restricting spending on 
issues like earmarks in this instance, 
on a bill that clearly works best on a 
grant-based formula, where the mile-
age of the beaches are assessed in each 
State and the money is parceled out 
that way as fairly as it can be, we can 
argue how much that money ought to 
be from time to time, but to expose it 
to the earmarking process I think is in-
appropriate. 

I hope, like I said, that the Members 
who oppose the mechanics of this can 
help those of us who don’t understand 
the mechanics understand why an ear-
mark restriction that the Flake 
amendment would put in place cripples 
and hamstrings this otherwise good 
legislation, because all of us want safe 
water to swim in and to play in, but we 
also want my grandchildren to be able 
to afford to address the issues they 
have in front of them some 50 years 
from now with their money. Quite 
frankly, it is going to take a Herculean 
effort among all of us here and every-
body listening today to rein in that $53 
trillion in unfunded promises. 

This House, as important as this leg-
islation is, continues to ignore major 
problems facing this country, problems 
like the FISA reauthorization, prob-
lems like the war supplemental, prob-
lems like Social Security and Medicare 
and Medicaid. We continue to simply 
let those slide, and those failed actions 
have consequences. 

We are going to add another one 
today, the Colombia Free Trade Agree-
ment. By refusing to take action on 
the Colombia Free Trade Agreement, 
we have left more work undone as we 
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go about all this business. All of that 
has consequences. As many of my col-
leagues have said, it has consequences 
on energy policy, it has consequences 
on the fiscal policy of this country. 

I think this is a simple step on a sim-
ple bill that would allow the fiscal op-
erations of this process to go forward 
in an appropriate and in a correct man-
ner. So, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the Flake amendment, should we 
get a vote on that. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. 
Madam Chairman, I move to strike the 
last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. 
Madam Chairman, I come to the floor 
also to speak in support of the Flake 
amendment. I was in my office almost 
a half-hour ago now when I saw the de-
bate on the floor and my friend and 
colleague Mr. FLAKE was here speaking 
about his amendment, and I thought I 
would come down to hear his closing 
remarks and hear the other side then 
say that they agreed to the amend-
ment, because I thought, in essence, 
this was an amendment that both sides 
of the aisle could reach across and find 
unanimity and agreement with, if we 
believed the rhetoric that we heard last 
year and if we believe the rhetoric we 
hear oftentimes from the other side of 
the aisle about their desires to rein in 
spending, to address the earmark situa-
tion problem and to work with Repub-
licans to try to deal with it, as we 
heard during their campaign to come 
to the majority, as they have, and now 
on the floor as well. 

To my surprise, and perhaps I should 
not be surprised to find that as of this 
time, a half-hour later into the debate 
on a simple amendment to say that we 
should not be having earmarks in this 
bill, a bill that never had earmarks be-
fore, the other side of the aisle, the 
Democrat side of the aisle, cannot 
agree to it. 

Earlier, when the general debate on 
this bill was on the floor, I came to the 
floor and said that in light of all the 
issues that we are discussing right now, 
it is amazing we are about to go into 
the weekend break discussing beaches 
as opposed to some other fundamen-
tally important issue striking at the 
hearts and the wallets of the American 
taxpayers and the citizens of the State 
of New Jersey as well, one principally 
which was the high cost of oil. 

The Democrats have been in charge 
of this House now for almost a year 
and a quarter, and during that time we 
have seen the price of gas at the local 
gasoline stations go up by almost a 
buck. You would think that would be 
something first and foremost that they 
would be addressing. But, no, they are 
addressing a spending bill and beaches, 
as we have before us. Again, maybe I 
should not be surprised, because wasn’t 
it HILLARY CLINTON who said that she 
has more ideas on spending than there 
are dollars in D.C.? 

Well, in light of the fact that the 
other side of the aisle, the Democrat 
majority, will not even consider to sup-
port the Flake amendment, which 
would try to rein in some of that 
wasteful, wanton abuse that we see in 
earmarks here, apparently the Demo-
crat House leadership is taking a page 
from HILLARY CLINTON’s playbook. 
They too have more ideas on spending 
than there are dollars in D.C. to spend. 

It was just indicated a moment ago, 
well, this is not the purpose of the bill, 
to do earmarks. Well, if it is not the 
purpose of the bill, then it should be an 
easy lift to support this amendment to 
eliminate earmarks from the bill. 

Secondly, someone suggested from 
the other side, well, if we are going to 
do it in this one, we should do it in all 
other bills like this. I agree, and I am 
sure Mr. FLAKE would come to the floor 
as well and say he would put this in 
any bill coming to the floor, to say we 
should not have earmarks, and I think 
he just rose to that point. 

Finally, the point was made, I think 
from this side of the aisle, well, it 
hasn’t been done in bills like this be-
fore. What a better time than right 
now? And I commend the gentleman, 
Mr. FLAKE for bringing it to the floor. 
If not now, then when? If both sides of 
the aisle are as adamantly opposed to 
abuses of earmarks as both sides of the 
aisle say they are, why shouldn’t they 
support the amendment by Mr. FLAKE? 

Madam Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona. 

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I believe that soon after this we are 
going to have a vote on this legisla-
tion. Again, this amendment is simply 
to preserve the bill as it is, to make 
sure that Members don’t meddle in it. 
It is there to protect the waters and 
the beaches, not protect incumbents 
for reelection. That is what this is 
about. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. 
Madam Chairman, I yield back my 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 263, noes 117, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 55, as 
follows: 

[Roll No. 182] 

AYES—263 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Arcuri 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Barrett (SC) 

Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Becerra 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 

Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Buchanan 
Burton (IN) 

Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Carter 
Castle 
Castor 
Chabot 
Clay 
Coble 
Cohen 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Lincoln 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gillibrand 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Graves 
Green, Gene 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (WA) 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Hill 
Hodes 

Hoekstra 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Jefferson 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lamborn 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Latham 
Latta 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Marshall 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Norton 
Nunes 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 

Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Roskam 
Ross 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sestak 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Solis 
Souder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tancredo 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Walberg 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waxman 
Welch (VT) 
Weldon (FL) 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (FL) 

NOES—117 

Abercrombie 
Baldwin 
Bean 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bilbray 
Bishop (GA) 
Boozman 
Bordallo 
Boyd (FL) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capuano 
Chandler 
Christensen 
Clarke 

Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (IL) 
Delahunt 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dingell 
Ellison 
Engel 
Etheridge 
Faleomavaega 
Farr 
Fattah 

Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Holt 
Hooley 
Hunter 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
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Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Mahoney (FL) 
Markey 
Matsui 
McDermott 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Mollohan 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 

Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sarbanes 

Schakowsky 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Simpson 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1 

Obey 

NOT VOTING—55 

Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Barton (TX) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Boehner 
Boren 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Cardoza 
Cubin 
Davis (AL) 
Doyle 
Emanuel 
Ferguson 

Fortuño 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 
Gilchrest 
Granger 
Grijalva 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Hulshof 
Johnson (IL) 
Jones (OH) 
LaHood 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Marchant 
McNulty 
Musgrave 

Payne 
Pryce (OH) 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Rogers (AL) 
Rush 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Scott (GA) 
Sessions 
Sires 
Skelton 
Stark 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Walden (OR) 
Waters 
Weller 
Wilson (NM) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. JACKSON 
of Illinois) (during the vote). Members 
are advised there are approximately 2 
minutes remaining in the vote. 

b 1632 

Messrs. WEINER, MURTHA, INS-
LEE, CROWLEY, ABERCROMBIE, Ms. 
WATSON, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, and Ms. 
CLARKE changed their vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota, 
Messrs. MITCHELL, BRADY of Texas, 
TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania, 
SPRATT, HALL of New York, and 
MCINTYRE changed their vote from 
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated against: 
Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, on roll-

call 182, I was unable to vote because of 
pressing business with my constituents 
in my home district. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, on 
Thursday, April 10, 2008, I missed three roll-
call recorded votes due to unforeseen cir-
cumstances. Had I been present, the RECORD 
would reflect the following votes: 

Rollcall vote No. 178—‘‘yea’’; rollcall vote 
No. 179—Rule providing for consideration of 
H.R. 2537—Beach Protection Act of 2007— 
‘‘yea’’; rollcall vote No. 180—Recognizing the 
fifth anniversary of the Department of Home-
land Security and honoring the Department’s 
employees for their extraordinary efforts and 
contributions to protect and secure our Na-

tion—‘‘yea’’; rollcall vote No. 182—imposes a 
no earmark limitation on a formula driven EPA 
grant authority for State beach water quality 
monitoring and notification programs—‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mrs. 
BOYDA of Kansas) having assumed the 
chair, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Acting 
Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 
reported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
2537) to amend the Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Act relating to beach 
monitoring, and for other purposes, 
had come to no resolution thereon. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

(Mr. BLUNT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BLUNT. Madam Speaker, I yield 
to my friend, the majority leader from 
Maryland, for the purpose of inquiring 
about next week’s schedule. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend, the 
Republican whip. 

On Monday, the House will meet at 
12:30 p.m. for morning hour and 2 p.m. 
for legislative business. On Tuesday, 
the House will meet at 10:30 a.m. for 
morning hour and 12 p.m. for legisla-
tive business. On Wednesday, the House 
will meet at 10 a.m. for legislative 
business. And on Thursday, the House 
will meet at 8:30 a.m. and recess imme-
diately to allow for the Former Mem-
bers Association annual meeting, and 
will reconvene at approximately 10 
a.m. for legislative business after the 
meeting is concluded. 

We will consider several bills under 
suspension of the rules. The final list 
will be announced by close of business 
tomorrow. 

On Friday, no votes are expected. 
We will consider H.R. 2634, the Jubi-

lee Act for Responsible Lending and 
Expanded Debt Cancellation of 2007; 
H.R. 5719, Taxpayer Assistance and 
Simplification Act of 2008; and H.R. 
5715, Ensuring Continued Access to 
Student Loan Act of 2008. 

In addition, we intend to consider at 
some point next week the bill we start-
ed today, H.R. 2537, to amend the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act relat-
ing to beach monitoring. We will con-
sider that to its conclusion. 

Mr. BLUNT. I would ask my friend on 
the last bill you mentioned, the Ensur-
ing Continued Access to Student Loan 
Act of 2008, H.R. 5715, is that the bill 
that was introduced this week? 

Mr. HOYER. I am not sure when it 
was introduced, very frankly. It was 
marked up this week and reported out 
of committee. Whether it was intro-
duced this week or not, I do not know. 

As you know, Secretary Spelling has 
indicated this is a very severe chal-
lenge confronting student loans. Obvi-
ously we want to get ready for Sep-
tember in particular so families have 

some confidence they will be able to se-
cure loans for their children, or for 
young people going to college, securing 
the loans themselves. 

Mr. BLUNT. That is a problem, and 
part of what I used to do before I came 
here involved that. I am anxious to see 
what the bill looks like. It is clearly a 
major problem out there. 

On the vote we took earlier today, 
the rule vote on Colombia trade, if you 
listened to the debate, you heard two 
very different views of that debate. The 
view of my side was that this likely 
ends this discussion for this year, and 
the view I heard from the other side 
was not quite there at all. I am won-
dering if as the majority leader you 
have a sense of this bill, this agree-
ment, whether it can come back to the 
floor this year or not. 

Mr. HOYER. If the gentleman would 
yield, I would agree with the observa-
tion on our side. I say that, and it is 
obviously not humorous except to me. 

The fact of the matter is I believe 
that what was said on this side of the 
aisle and what the Speaker has indi-
cated was that this was sent down we 
believed contrary to normal practice 
not with agreement of the leadership 
and the administration on how this 
would be considered. The Speaker be-
lieved, and obviously the House did as 
well, that additional time was needed. 
This was not, the Speaker has indi-
cated that, an attempt to kill this 
agreement. It still could come up. 
There still is going to be discussion be-
tween the administration and our-
selves. We want to resolve some out-
standing issues and discuss what we 
might reach agreement on with the 
President and the administration. 

As you know, we began those con-
versations yesterday. You and I were 
down there at the White House to-
gether. We hope to continue and hope 
for positive movement. Regarding 
other agreements that are pending, we 
have not discussed nor ruled out the 
possibility that future trade agree-
ments may be considered by this Con-
gress. 

Mr. BLUNT. I thank the gentleman. 
That was going to be my second ques-
tion. There are two other negotiated 
agreements, and I believe what you 
just said was that this vote today was 
about the Colombia agreement only 
and those other agreements should not 
be prejudiced by the vote we took 
today, and perhaps the Colombia vote 
will not be either. 

I felt strongly about this. I still do, 
but I hope my friend’s comments are 
correct and there is some way to now 
actively pursue whatever discussions 
need to be had on Colombia. 

But on the final two if I heard you 
right, the two that have been nego-
tiated and have not been sent up yet, I 
think I am hearing you say this does 
not establish any new way of doing 
this, and I yield. 

Mr. HOYER. I don’t think this was 
intended necessarily to be precedent- 
setting. The precedent, of course, has 
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been that administrations, Republican 
and Democratic, have discussed with 
Republican and Democratic Congresses 
the timing and conditions under which 
these would be sent forward. We did 
not believe that had been accomplished 
this time. The administration’s per-
spective was that there had not been 
response to their attempts to do so. 
Whatever the reasons, the answer to 
your question is we do not believe at 
this point in time that this is prece-
dent for the two pending agreements. 

But I don’t want to by that response 
represent, if we were confronted with 
the same set of conditions, that is, that 
we did not reach agreement on how 
those agreements were moving for-
ward, that this might not be again 
something that might be considered. 
But it is not precedent. 

Mr. BLUNT. I hear your answer and 
the explanation of your answer, and I 
understand that. 

On the supplemental defense budget 
that we talked about last week, it 
would seem that during this period of 
time between now and the work period 
at home during Memorial Day, that the 
supplemental budget will move. I think 
last week it was your anticipation that 
it might move in committee as early as 
this week. That didn’t happen. I also 
read this week that following the 
Petraeus-Crocker testimony, that a 
number of Members, including the 
chairman of the House Defense Appro-
priations Subcommittee, indicated 
that they thought that this supple-
mental would have not only extraneous 
spending, but also some restrictive lan-
guage. Have you had any further dis-
cussions about either timing or wheth-
er this supplemental will get, in my 
opinion, bogged down and held back by 
any restrictive language? 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
First, let me say that last week, and 

I would reiterate the comment, I don’t 
think I spoke to when the committee 
would move on it. What I did say was 
that hopefully the supplemental would 
be on the floor either the last week in 
April or the first week in May. I don’t 
think that I referenced the committee 
consideration of that. I still believe 
that is the case. 

With respect to your second question 
as to what might be on the supple-
mental, obviously it has not been 
marked up in committee. There are 
discussions, as have been reported in 
the public press, with respect to either 
language that might be appended to 
that by the committee or by the House 
itself. I would not want to preclude 
that effort. 

I want to say that it is my under-
standing that the President has made a 
comment today again that what I sent 
you and the dollar I sent you, not a 
penny more will I sign. 

I will tell my friend, I don’t think 
that is particularly useful. It continues 
to say from the President of the United 
States to the Congress of the United 

States, which is, after all, the policy-
making body of this country under the 
Constitution, ‘‘What I propose you 
take, or we’ll leave it. We’ll not do 
anything other.’’ 

I would hope to have discussions on 
this. As you know, the economy is in 
crisis. It is very nice to give money to 
Iraq. As you know, I support funding 
our troops. Having said that, we have 
people in crisis in housing, we have 
people in crisis in jobs, we have people 
in crisis without health care, and we 
have people in crisis with their edu-
cational expenses. We have a lot of peo-
ple in this country who are in trouble. 

We think that they need to know 
that the Congress of the United States 
is responding to their issues as well as 
to the issues that the President brings 
up with respect to Iraq. 

So I don’t want to commit us to sim-
ply doing exactly what the President 
asks, or apparently thinks he can tell 
us to do. We don’t think that is the 
process. 

b 1645 
Mr. BLUNT. Well, I thank the gen-

tleman for that. I would say that my 
sense of that is that the troop supple-
mental should be that, and that we 
should be willing to work together on 
these other issues, as we did the stim-
ulus package earlier this year. That’s a 
package that the tax provisions are al-
ready beginning to have some impact. 
The rebate provisions will begin to 
have impact when people get their 
money in May, June and July. 

But I think we proved, with that ef-
fort to work together, that when both 
sides decide we want to make some-
thing happen, we don’t have to use the 
troop funding or any other issue. We 
just have to get together and make 
something happen. I think that would 
be, generally, the view on this side of 
the House about how to move forward 
on those two issues, and we can and 
will probably debate this for some 
time. 

One of the issues that puts people in 
crisis, we saw a discussion on the floor 
today, a bill out of transportation that 
dealt with beach nutrition. Many of 
our Members thought that the Trans-
portation Committee and the Energy 
Committee would be better spending 
their time focused on gasoline prices, 
which are $1 higher today, per gallon, 
on the average, than they were a year 
ago today. And I wonder if the gen-
tleman has any sense of when we might 
see some legislation on the floor that 
would deal with gasoline prices. 

Mr. HOYER. Well, of course, as you 
know, we have passed legislation that’s 
still pending in the Senate. In addition 
to that, as you know, gas prices in Jan-
uary 2001 were $1.46, on average, in this 
country. They’re now, on average, 
$3.30, so they’ve more than doubled 
during the last 87 months of this ad-
ministration. We’re concerned about 
that, as I know you are as well. The 
public would like to have $1.46 gas, I’m 
sure, back. And we are concerned about 
that. 

We’re concerned about energy inde-
pendence. We all know that it’s going 
to be very tough in the short term on 
both sides, it’s recognized in the short 
term, to do something on gas prices, 
given where we are today from that 
$1.46 where we were in January of 2001. 

Having said that, this bill that was 
on the floor today was an important 
bill. It was an important bill to a Mem-
ber on your side of the aisle, and you 
and I had the opportunity to talk to 
him about it. It was a bipartisan bill. 
It’s a bill that we thought had merit. 
And, as a matter of fact, my expecta-
tion is that overwhelming numbers of 
the House are going to vote for it when 
it comes up for final passage. 

But, clearly, gasoline prices, gaso-
line, energy independence, which is a 
critical component of why we are in 
the position of having to pay such high 
prices, because we don’t have great al-
ternatives, getting more efficient auto-
mobiles, using alternative energy 
sources, providing for renewable fuels, 
as you know, I think you and I, I know 
you and I were both down when we pre-
sented the President with a bill that 
was signed by him at the Energy De-
partment. We in a bipartisan way 
moved towards that last year on bills 
that we passed in a bipartisan way. 

Mr. BLUNT. The debate today, I 
thought, was important and, you know, 
certainly, the numbers you cited about 
what’s happened in the last 7 years, I 
don’t fault those numbers at all. But 
we took a lot of responsibility for all of 
that when we were in the majority. 
And I haven’t seen anything coming 
from this majority that would have 
stopped that $1 increase we’ve seen 
since the majority changed. I just hope 
we can work together to do that. And 
some of it’s shorter term rather than 
longer. 

Our long-term energy needs are 
clearly going to be met with some 
long-term solutions. But things that 
encourage more production here, more 
and better use of the fuel sources we 
have as we develop alternatives, I 
think, are part of that solution. I hope 
that the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee and the Transportation Com-
mittee both are encouraged by both 
sides of the aisle to get some legisla-
tion to the floor that would let us deal 
with that. And I hope that happens 
sooner rather than later. 

Actually, the debate today may have 
related more to the committee than it 
did the bill, but I thought it was a de-
bate that the American people want to 
see us have on the floor of the House. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
APRIL 14, 2008 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 12:30 p.m. on Monday next for 
morning-hour debate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland? 
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There was no objection. 

f 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the business 
in order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
f 

HOUR OF MEETING ON THURSDAY, 
APRIL 17, 2008 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns on Wednesday, April 16, 
2008, it adjourn to meet at 8:30 a.m. on 
Thursday, April 17. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
f 

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER TO 
DECLARE A RECESS ON THURS-
DAY, APRIL 17, 2008, FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF RECEIVING 
FORMER MEMBERS OF CON-
GRESS 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that it may be in 
order on Thursday, April 17, for the 
Speaker to declare a recess subject to 
the call of the Chair for the purpose of 
receiving in this Chamber former Mem-
bers of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
f 

CONGRATULATIONS TO MORRIS 
BLACK AND SONS 

(Mr. DENT asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DENT. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to honor the 100th anniversary of 
the Morris Black and Sons, a renowned 
interior design business located within 
my district. 

Founded in 1908 by company name-
sake Morris Black, the business began 
as a horse and wagon team supplying 
contractors with construction needs in-
cluding pipe, bricks, sand, cement and 
other masonry products. The company 
quickly grew as the Lehigh Valley be-
came an industrial center, and by 1928, 
operated warehouses in Allentown and 
Bethlehem. 

In the 1930s, Morris was joined by his 
sons, Benjamin and Samuel in running 
the family business. Under this leader-
ship, Morris Black continued to de-
velop, and in 1943, became one of the 
first companies in the Nation to incor-
porate an insulation subcontracting 
business. 

A third generation of the Black fam-
ily became associated with the com-
pany in the 1970s when Morris Black 
and Sons entered a period of rapid 
change. In the mid 1970s the company 
saw a growing interest in do-it-yourself 
remodeling and design. With the do-it- 
yourself trend on the horizon, Morris 
Black and Sons opened one of the first 
home design centers that marketed 
building products directly to active 
homeowners in 1976. 

Over time, the company has contin-
ued to expand, opening its first sat-
ellite location in 1999 and the second in 
2000, and has developed a strong rep-
utation for quality throughout eastern 
Pennsylvania. 

This Saturday the family marks its 
100th anniversary. I wish the entire 
Morris Black family and company a 
healthy congratulations. 

f 

CONGRATULATING ISRAEL ON ITS 
60TH ANNIVERSARY 

(Mr. WELDON of Florida asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, it is my honor to rise in cele-
bration of the coming 60th anniversary 
of the creation of the Nation of Israel 
next month. I have long been a sup-
porter of Israel, and I am proud of the 
strong bonds that unite Israel with our 
own Nation. 

Not only is Israel one of our foremost 
allies in the current fight against ter-
rorism, but they have been a long part-
ner in peace, in commerce and in the 
values of liberty. Israel, like America, 
rose to prominence through the hard 
work of immigrants, and Israel re-
mains the best model of democracy, re-
ligious freedom and peaceful coexist-
ence in a very hostile location in the 
world. The contributions of Israeli in-
genuity and Israeli technology are 
making an impact in the Middle East 
and throughout the world. 

And today, with Iran threatening to 
destroy Israel and developing nuclear 
technologies and ballistic missile tech-
nologies, it’s more important than ever 
that people of good will, Jews, Chris-
tians and of all faiths rise up in sup-
port of Israel and acknowledge Israel’s 
coming 60 birthday. 

Mazel Tov, Israel. 
f 

WHAT IS AT STAKE 

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 
Madam Speaker, yesterday, General 
David Petraeus and Ambassador Ryan 
Crocker presented their reports to Con-
gress. Their testimonies were profes-
sional, fact-driven accounts, and I am 
extremely grateful for their service. 

During the hearing, I summarized al 
Qaeda spokesman Zawahiri, who has 
outlined his plan for Iraq. The first 

stage, expel the Americans from Iraq. 
The second stage, establish authority 
in Iraq. The third stage, extend the 
jihad wave to the secular nations 
neighboring Iraq. And the fourth stage, 
the clash with Israel and extermi-
nation of the people of Israel. 

Ambassador Crocker acknowledged 
these goals, but said al Qaeda may not 
follow this timeline. They may try to 
attack America as soon as possible. 

The Ambassador also agreed al Qaeda 
would not be satisfied with simply the 
destruction of the people of Israel. 

We should remember what is at stake 
in Iraq. A failure in Iraq, a defeat at 
the hands of these extremists, would 
mean a failed state, a breeding ground 
for extremists. It is the scenario we 
saw in Afghanistan prior to 9/11. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and we will never forget September the 
11th. 

f 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

(Mr. SMITH of Nebraska asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today to call on the 
House of Representatives to pass a per-
manent research and development tax 
credit. We are the strongest Nation on 
Earth, in large part because of the in-
novation inspired through research and 
development. 

Throughout our history, America has 
led the way thanks to our innovators 
and entrepreneurs. Their contributions 
to our society have led us to a new era, 
but we cannot rest on these laurels. 

Even now, people in Nebraska and 
throughout our country are looking be-
yond the horizon for new ways to 
strengthen and grow our small, rural 
communities. We owe it to them to do 
everything in our power to foster these 
new ideas. 

We live in a world with unlimited in-
novation, and I look forward to seeing 
what the future will bring from further 
research and development. 

I urge the House leadership to bring 
H.R. 2138, the Investment in America 
Act, to the floor as soon as possible. 

f 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

(Mr. SALI asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SALI. Madam Speaker, con-
tinuing on with the remarks that were 
just made, many U.S. companies are 
making plans of where they will spend 
their research and development budg-
ets for the next 3 to 5 years. Unfortu-
nately, this Congress has made it in-
creasingly difficult for these companies 
to invest those R&D dollars with the 
kind of careful planning their needs de-
mand. 

High-tech companies are sending 
their R&D jobs abroad to countries 
that recognize that permanent R&D 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 01:17 Apr 11, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00043 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K10AP7.085 H10APPT1w
w

oo
ds

2 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

68
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2210 April 10, 2008 
tax incentives induce businesses to lo-
cate research activities there. Canada 
provides a 20 percent flat credit for 
R&D. Ireland offers a 20 percent credit, 
as well as a full deduction, a low cor-
porate tax rate, advanced infrastruc-
ture and a skilled, English-speaking 
workforce, all factors that appeal to 
many multi-national companies. 

Madam Speaker, these jobs sent over-
seas are permanently lost when a com-
pany starts a new R&D project. We 
must keep these jobs here. The R&D 
credit has already lapsed. The clock is 
ticking. Congress must extend the R&D 
tax credit today, and we must also fos-
ter R&D at home by making this im-
portant tax credit permanent. 

f 

CELEBRATING THE 60TH 
ANNIVERSARY OF ISRAEL 

(Mr. CANTOR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. CANTOR. Madam Speaker, 60 
years ago, outnumbered and under- 
equipped, the Jews of Palestine beat 
back five invading Arab armies to win 
a miraculous victory. Thus, the 2,000- 
year-old dream of reestablishing a 
state in the Jewish ancestral homeland 
was realized. 

Since then, Israel has wrought out of 
barren desert and swamp a vibrant and 
flourishing state. It has harnessed its 
ingenuity to join the world’s ranks of 
leaders in science, technology and can-
cer research. Israel remains a vital ally 
in the globe’s most dangerous region. 

And in a post-9/11 world, it is an en-
couraging reminder that a Democrat 
state can maintain its humane prin-
ciples in the face of unrelenting ter-
rorism. 

So today, as Hamas rockets continue 
to rain on Israeli communities, and 
former U.S. Presidents are used by 
Hamas as props in their propaganda 
war, we, in this Congress, stand to reaf-
firm the enduring 60-year friendship we 
have had with Israel. 

f 

b 1700 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, and under a previous 
order of the House, the following Mem-
bers will be recognized for 5 minutes 
each. 

f 

THE REAL BENCHMARK IN THE 
IRAQ POLICY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Speaker, yes-
terday as a member of the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee, I participated in one 
of the Petraeus-Crocker hearings. 
Sadly, it was just more of the same. We 
heard doubletalk and nuanced excuse. 

The American people and the Con-
gress demand more. This is not the 
punchline on some late night comedy 
news show. This is the blood and treas-
ure of our Nation. And now the Admin-
istration has its hand out for another 
blank check, over $1 billion rumor has 
it. This Congress should remain firm in 
its opposition to an open-ended occupa-
tion which is neither making America 
safer nor providing any real hope for 
the Iraqi people. 

Just a few months ago, Madam 
Speaker, our esteemed Appropriations 
Chairman, Mr. OBEY, introduced, and 
this House passed, a bill that clearly 
stated the position of a majority of 
Americans. 

With bipartisan support, the bill 
stated, the primary purpose of funds 
made available by this Act should be to 
transition the mission of United States 
Armed Forces in Iraq and undertake 
their redeployment and not to extend 
or prolong the war. 

A line has been drawn in the sand. 
The bar was raised, and we will not 
step back from this. 

From so-called blue states to red 
states, from east coast to west, from 
the deep south to the midwest, on to 
the great plain states, people are fed 
up. They overwhelmingly, time after 
time, demand that we end our occupa-
tion of Iraq, bring our troops home and 
that we also bring military contractors 
home and reaffirm our support of the 
Iraqi people by funding reconstruction 
and reconciliation efforts. 

Our assistance should come through 
diplomacy. Actually through a hand-
shake, not at the point of a gun. What 
is the best way to help the Iraqi peo-
ple? By occupying their land or by 
lending a hand? As I said many, many 
times, I represent the most beautiful 
and most progressive congressional dis-
trict. Every day my constituents make 
me proud to represent such amazing 
people. My own community has col-
lected supplies for the troops, has do-
nated to aid agencies and has gone the 
extra distance by giving straight from 
the heart. 

One such example is Dominican Uni-
versity in Marin County. They’ve of-
fered free schooling to Iraqi refugees. 
As part of the Iraqi Student Project, 
they will receive tuition and fee waiv-
ers. It may not seem like much to 
some, but I can tell you, this generous 
gift will change lives. 

Our communities can make these 
small but priceless gestures. But the 
real work lies here under the Dome. We 
have the support of the American peo-
ple, the Iraqis, and the world commu-
nity. We can’t wait until next year. We 
can’t wait until the next decade or the 
next century. 

So as this spending bill comes to-
gether, Americans want to know that 
their voices are being heard and, most 
importantly, heeded. 

We must stand strong. We must steel 
our spines. In November, the House of 
Representatives said that the primary 
purpose of all of those Federal dollars 

was a safe and orderly redeployment. 
The administration disagreed saying it 
won’t back down. 

We will consider spending over $1 bil-
lion on the Iraq occupation in the com-
ing weeks, Madam Speaker. I, for one, 
welcome the debate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. POE addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

CONGRATULATING CLAYTON W. 
WILLIAMS, JR., ON HIS RECEIPT 
OF THE CONSERVATION CHAM-
PION AWARD 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CONAWAY) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CONAWAY. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to congratulate Clayton W. 
Williams, Jr., on his receipt of the Con-
servation Champion Award from the 
Texas Parks & Wildlife Foundation. 

Claytie, as he is affectionately 
known, is a favorite son of Texas, not 
only for his business acumen, but also 
for his unending generosity and tireless 
volunteerism. The Conservation Cham-
pion Award is but the most recent in a 
long list of honors that have been be-
stowed upon him for his philanthropic 
activities. 

Throughout his life, Claytie has been 
at the forefront of the conservation 
movement. Recently, Claytie and his 
wife, Modesta, granted one of the larg-
est conservation easements in Texas 
history: 60,000 acres spread across two 
ranches. By doing so, they have set 
aside this land for future development 
and preserved the land’s unspoiled 
character, picturesque vistas, and nat-
ural habitat forever. 

Madam Speaker, I congratulate 
Claytie today, and my words are re-
corded in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 
It is my wish that this small statement 
about his service will last as long as 
the gift he has given to Texas. I hope 
that in the distant future when we are 
all long passed away, someone finds 
these words and realizes that there was 
not always a movement to preserve 
open space and there was not always 
60,000 acres in southwest Texas kept as 
pristine as they were 100 years ago. 

The gift Claytie has given the people 
of Texas will last as long as our Union. 
We should remember this man of ex-
traordinary vision and foresight for at 
least that long. 

Through his leadership and actions, 
the State of Texas, and indeed, all of 
America, is more conscious of its nat-
ural heritage, more thoughtful of the 
land on which we live, and more inter-
ested in preserving all of it for the 
coming generations. 

On behalf of my constituents of the 
11th District of Texas, I want to ex-
press my thanks to Clayton and his 
wife, Modesta, for his lifetime of gen-
erosity, and to congratulate him on the 
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receipt of the Conservation Champion 
Award. 

f 

TRADE POLICY IS CREATING A 
CRISIS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Speaker, 
today, for the first time in 4 decades, 
the House of Representatives stood up 
against yet another bad trade agree-
ment. Our trade policy is creating a 
crisis. It’s eroding the incomes of the 
middle class. We’re losing our manu-
facturing base in this country. We’re 
borrowing $2 billion a day from over-
seas making us vulnerable to countries 
like China and others who do not have 
our best interests in mind as they 
amount huge piles of our dollars be-
cause of the trade deficit. 

Now, all the pointy-headed econo-
mists out there, they have a theory. 
The theory is when your dollar or your 
currency declines, at some point you 
kind of get to a point where your idled 
capacity ramps up, your goods become 
less expensive, and the world begins to 
buy your goods and your trade deficit 
goes away. 

I confronted an economist over that 
vision a couple of years ago, and I said, 
well, that was an interesting theory, 
you know, 50 years ago. Maybe it even 
worked. 

But what I said to him was what hap-
pens to the country that doesn’t make 
anything anymore? Doesn’t that mean, 
in fact, as your currency drops, you’re 
still addicted to buying the goods made 
overseas or you’re just not going to 
have those goods because you don’t 
make them in the U.S. anymore? 

There is no idle capacity to ramp up. 
Our companies of wholesale exported 
their manufacturing capacity to Mex-
ico and China in the chase for ever 
cheaper, more exploitable labor around 
the world which has been encouraged 
by our trade agreements. Every other 
nation on earth has a trade policy to 
take care of the people of their own 
country. The United States has a trade 
policy to take care of the corporate 
elite in the United States of America 
and to heck with the rest of our coun-
try or even national security. 

So why do I come to the floor today 
to talk about this? Two things: One is 
because we finally stood up against the 
free trade agreement and the fast-track 
gimmick that has jammed those things 
through time and time and time again. 
The President negotiated it in secret. 
You, Congress, you can’t mess that up. 
We will lose respect around the world. 
You’re just gonna take it. You can’t 
amend it. And we’ll fix it later. And 
later never comes. 

But the second reason I come to the 
floor is because today, to the great sur-
prise of those pointy-headed econo-
mists, our trade deficit got bigger even 
though we’re in a recession and the 
dollar is dropping like a rock toward 

the value of a rupee, which it will soon 
achieve if we don’t do something to 
turn the tide. 

So our trade deficit grew 5.7 percent 
to $62.3 billion. We could be headed for 
a record trade deficit. Now why’s that? 
Because those same goods that we 
don’t make here anymore are more ex-
pensive now because we’re still buying 
them with a depreciated dollar. 

Of course, the nightmare scenario is 
the day when oil becomes denominated 
in somebody else’s currency and coun-
tries refuse to take our currency and 
refuse to continue to lend us $2 billion 
a day. And that day of reckoning may 
not be far off. 

It’s time for a new trade policy in 
America, one that brings and keeps 
high-value jobs here at home and gives 
us a future as a great power and a man-
ufacturing power, not as a has-been. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. JONES of North Carolina ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

MAJOR ISSUES AMERICAN PEOPLE 
ARE DEMANDING CONGRESS AD-
DRESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. PRICE) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Madam 
Speaker, it is now 5:10 p.m. on a Thurs-
day afternoon. And for most individ-
uals across this Nation, this is about 
the end of the fourth working day of 
the week. For the House, we’ve just 
completed less than two full days of 
work, but if you stretch it, it’s really a 
little over two. Where’s the House now? 
They’ve gone home. Where was the 
House on Monday? Home. Now, that’s 
important because there are important 
things to do at home. But Madam 
Speaker, it’s important to appreciate 
that there are major issues that the 
American people are demanding that 
Congress address. 

We heard about one of them this 
afternoon: Gas prices. Gas prices sig-
nificantly increased over the last 12 to 
15 months, and this Congress has done 
nothing except raise taxes on American 
oil producers. 

But the reason I want to bring focus 
to the issue of Congress going home is 
that we are now 55 days into a unilat-
eral disarmament for our Nation. That 
is right, Madam Speaker. Fifty-five 
days ago, this House, the leadership in 
the House, chose to allow some amend-
ments to the Foreign Intelligence Sur-
veillance Act to expire. Now, what did 
those amendments do? Those amend-
ments which were adopted shortly 
after 9/11 allowed, e-d, past tense, al-
lowed our intelligence community to 
listen or surveil or intercept phone or 
electronic communication between, 
Madam Speaker, between a foreign in-

dividual in a foreign land talking or 
communicating to a foreign individual 
in a foreign land. That is right, Madam 
Speaker. If an individual who wishes to 
do our Nation harm is speaking to an-
other individual who wishes to do us 
harm, up until 55 days ago, we had an 
opportunity in this Nation to deter-
mine to listen to, to know what kind of 
communication that was. But 55 days 
ago, this leadership in this House chose 
to let that expire. 

Now why did they choose to let that 
expire? Well, what they believe is that 
American trial lawyers ought to have 
the ability to sue communications 
companies who share that information 
with the United States government, 
with our intelligence community, the 
folks trying to keep us safe. 

Madam Speaker, back in my district, 
the Sixth District of Georgia, the peo-
ple don’t understand the kind of leader-
ship that would have the mentality to 
not allow our intelligence community 
to listen to a potential terrorist talk-
ing to another potential terrorist out-
side the United States. Not to an 
American, but to somebody who is not 
an American citizen. Consequently, 
Madam Speaker, we are now utilizing 
the same rules that we had in effect on 
September 10, 2001. 

Madam Speaker, you hear a lot of 
talk about crises across this Nation, 
and our friends on the other side of the 
aisle talk about the crisis in this and 
the crisis in that. I’ll tell you what 
we’ve got a crisis of in this Congress, 
Madam Speaker, and that is a Congress 
of irresponsibility, a crisis of irrespon-
sibility and a leadership that refuses to 
allow this Congress to do its number 
one job, which is to protect our citizens 
and our constituents. 

b 1715 
Madam Speaker, I call on the Speak-

er and I call on the majority leader and 
I call on the majority party in the 
House of Representatives to bring the 
Protect America Act to the floor. It’s a 
bill that has bipartisan support. A ma-
jority of individuals in the House have 
said they will support it. It would pass 
if it were brought up today. But what 
were we talking about today? Bills 
that didn’t have to do with the security 
of the United States. 

I urge the Speaker and the majority 
leader to bring that bill to the floor, 
allow it to pass as it has in the Senate, 
in a bipartisan way, so that we can re-
turn home and tell our constituents 
that we acted positively to assist in 
protecting them and their families. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
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(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed 

the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

SANCTUARY CITY SAN FRANCISCO 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Madam Speaker, 
some in the most radical elements of 
the pro-illegal immigration groups ad-
vocate something called ‘‘Recon-
quista,’’ or that is to say, they want to 
have that part of the United States 
that was ceded to the United States by 
the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo. They 
want to have it voided, and either that 
chunk of America returned to Mexico 
or become a second nation. I mean, it’s 
pretty bizarre, but that’s what they 
push for. 

Sometimes I hear some of the things 
said by some of the officials in San 
Francisco. And I would suggest that if 
advocates for this Reconquista would 
agree to take San Francisco first, I 
might be sympathetic to their par-
ticular point of view. Because some of 
the things that are done, some of the 
statements that are made are quite bi-
zarre, to say the least, and would indi-
cate a lack of willingness on the part of 
its citizens, or at least expressed by 
some of its public officials, a lack of 
willingness to adhere to the laws of 
this United States of America. 

The San Francisco Chronicle re-
ported recently that Mayor Gavin 
Newsom announced a new initiative ad-
vertising his city as a sanctuary for il-
legal aliens. According to this report, 
San Francisco plans to spend $83,000 to 
print brochures in half a dozen lan-
guages reassuring illegal aliens that 
they are welcome to stay and access 
public services. He went on to declare 
that, we don’t care what your status is, 
we want you to participate in the life 
of our city. 

It goes without saying that this is 
dangerous policy, and it makes no 
sense in a post 9/11 environment. It’s 
also a flagrant violation of Federal 
law. In 1996, Congress passed and Presi-
dent Clinton signed immigration en-
forcement legislation making policies 
like San Francisco’s that provide sanc-
tuary to illegal aliens and potential 
terrorists by refusing to report them to 
Federal authorities, making that ac-
tion illegal, as I say. But unfortunately 
for America, the Bush Administration 
doesn’t seem to care. 

Dozens of major cities have enacted 
these kinds of reckless policies, barring 
law enforcement personnel from co-
operation with Federal immigration 
enforcement efforts, and with disas-
trous results I might add. In Denver, a 
sanctuary city, a police officer was 
shot and killed and a second officer 
critically wounded on Mother’s Day of 
2005 by an illegal alien who was later 
arrested. He had been stopped twice for 
driving without a license and had to 

appear in municipal court twice. In 
April, less than one month before the 
shooting, the man was in court with a 
Mexican driver’s license, yet no one 
asked him about his immigration sta-
tus because of Denver’s sanctuary city 
policy. If the perpetrator had been de-
ported in April, that police officer 
might still be alive. 

This tragic case is just one example, 
and there are countless others. These 
policies are responsible for thousands 
of major crimes around our country, 
and could have been prevented. These 
irresponsible city leaders gamble not 
only with the safety of their own resi-
dents, but with the residents of neigh-
boring communities and the entire 
United States as well. 

Madam Speaker, the American peo-
ple have demanded an end to these dan-
gerous policies, and Congress has re-
sponded by passing legislation to out-
law them. So the question is, will 
President Bush allow this rogue mayor 
to put the rest of the country at risk, 
or will he finally live up to his oath of 
office and enforce the law? 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Mr. GEORGE 
MILLER) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California 
addressed the House. His remarks will 
appear hereafter in the Extensions of 
Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
MCHENRY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. MCHENRY addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

ENGLISH AS THE OFFICIAL 
LANGUAGE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Madam 
Speaker, I love America, and I cherish 
the values and principles that America 
represents. Those values are increas-
ingly threatened today by an erosion of 
one of the primary bonds that keeps us 
together, a common language. 

Large scale legal and illegal immi-
gration threatens our societal cohesion 
and America’s shared values when ar-
rivals are unwilling to learn English. 
The current policies of our Federal 
Government actually enable this ero-
sion when it provides official docu-
ments in multiple languages. This 
eliminates any incentive to learn 
English. America’s genius as a melting- 
pot Nation has always been promoted 
by assimilation to a common language, 
and that language is English. 

Today, I am introducing legislation 
that declares English to be the official 
language of the United States Govern-
ment. Under the English As the Official 

Language Act of 2008, no person has an 
entitlement to receive Federal docu-
ments and services in languages other 
than English unless required by law. If 
the U.S. government is generous 
enough to make an exception, the ex-
ception does not create a legal entitle-
ment or precedent to additional serv-
ices in any other language other than 
English. This essential legislation will 
significantly reduce costs to our Fed-
eral Government and will encourage 
new legal immigrants to quickly adopt 
America’s native tongue. 

Learning English has always been 
and will continue to be a key step in 
achieving the American Dream. I ap-
plaud my fellow colleague in the other 
House, Senator JIM INHOFE, for intro-
ducing identical legislation in the Sen-
ate, and for his continued leadership on 
this critically important issue. 

Making English the official language 
of our great land is not just about pre-
serving our culture and heritage. 
Learning English is an essential step 
for our Nation’s newest potential citi-
zens that they must take if they want 
to achieve the American Dream. I 
plead with my colleagues to strengthen 
America by supporting English As the 
Official Language Act of 2008. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SCHIFF) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. SCHIFF addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. PENCE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. PENCE addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

WE CANNOT SAY WE DID NOT 
KNOW 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WOLF. In his first speech in the 
British Parliament in 1789 describing 
the slave trade, William Wilberforce 
concluded telling his colleagues this, 
he said, ‘‘Having heard all of this, you 
may choose to look the other way, but 
you can never again say you did not 
know.’’ 

Not one Member of the 110th Con-
gress can say they do not know about 
the Nation’s long-term financial out-
look which former Comptroller General 
David Walker said will ‘‘result in a tsu-
nami of spending and debt that could 
swamp our ship of state.’’ 

According to the Government Ac-
countability Office, America is $5.3 
trillion deep in publicly held debt and 
has estimated $54.3 trillion in unfunded 
promised benefits if we don’t change 
our current course. And that is tril-
lions with a ‘‘T.’’ 
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The Social Security Medicare Trust-

ees Report recently issued only rein-
forces the dire condition of our fiscal 
health. The Medicare Trustees Report 
concluded that consideration of re-
forms to ensure the financial security 
of Medicare must occur, stating, ‘‘the 
sooner the solutions are enacted, the 
more flexible and gradual they can be.’’ 
The Social Security report echoes this 
sense of urgency, saying, ‘‘The pro-
jected trust fund deficits should be ad-
dressed in a timely manner. Making 
adjustments sooner will allow them to 
be spread over more generations.’’ 

And if those dire projections are not 
enough to raise the warning flags, cou-
ple those with the fact that the value 
of the dollar is falling through the 
floor. What more evidence do we need 
to realize that our children and grand-
children cannot afford to have their 
leaders choose to look the other way? 

I was so disappointed that Treasury 
Secretary Paulson’s focus is not on 
this issue. I told him today when he 
testified before the State and Foreign 
Operations Appropriations Sub-
committee that I believe he is one of 
the most qualified Treasury Secre-
taries our Nation has had. He has a 
brilliant mind, but his attention isn’t 
on the most fundamental of all issues, 
the economic future of America. 

I was also disappointed that he didn’t 
answer my question about the projec-
tions credible rating agencies, such as 
Moody’s Investment Service, are mak-
ing about the U.S. triple-A bond rating 
being at risk as early as year 2012. I 
also asked Secretary Paulson what the 
ramifications of this loss would be. He 
didn’t answer that question either. 

Just last week, Congressman JIM 
COOPER and I sat in on a roundtable 
discussion held by Maya MacGuineas 
and the Committee for a Responsible 
Federal Budget, and they have done a 
great job. It was just such a diverse 
group from the business, finance and 
policy communities, former CBO direc-
tors, former OMB directors, think 
tanks, political views across the spec-
trum, the Heritage Foundation and the 
Brookings Institution included. Almost 
everyone expressed concern about the 
entitlement crisis we are facing. This 
is not only an economic issue, it is also 
generational and a moral issue. 

You may have read Pete Peterson’s 
editorial in Newsweek this week. He 
ended by quoting Dietrich Bonhoeffer, 
the German pastor who was instru-
mental in the resistance movement 
against fascist Germany. He said, ‘‘The 
ultimate test of a moral society is the 
kind of world it leaves to its children.’’ 

I cannot help but wonder what sort of 
future today’s partisan Washington is 
leaving to generations to come. If we 
can come together, both sides of the 
aisle, we can ensure that our children 
and our grandchildren have all the op-
portunity that you and I have had. JIM 
COOPER and I are working together on 
the Cooper-Wolf SAFE Commission, 
with over 80 bipartisan cosponsors. 

If anyone has another viable plan to 
address our entitlement tsunami, we’re 

anxious to hear it. But we cannot con-
tinue the status quo. Doing nothing is 
not acceptable. 

Wilberforce’s admonition rings as 
true today as it did in 1789. ‘‘Having 
heard all this, you may choose to look 
the other way, but you can never again 
say that you do not know.’’ 

We know, and it’s on our watch. Let’s 
fix it. 

f 

SUNSET MEMORIAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FRANKS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Madam 
Speaker, I stand once again before this 
House with yet another Sunset Memo-
rial. 

It is April 10, 2008, in the land of the 
free and the home of the brave, and be-
fore the sun set today in America, al-
most 4,000 more defenseless unborn 
children were killed by abortion on de-
mand. That’s just today, Madam 
Speaker. That’s more than the number 
of innocent lives lost on September 11 
in this country, only it happens every 
day. 

It has now been exactly 12,862 days 
since the tragedy called Roe v. Wade 
was first handed down. Since then, the 
very foundation of this Nation has been 
stained by the blood of almost 50 mil-
lion of its own children. Some of them, 
Madam Speaker, died and screamed as 
they did so, but because it was 
amniotic fluid passing over the vocal 
cords instead of air, no one could hear 
them. 

And all of them had at least four 
things in common. First, they were 
each just little babies who had done 
nothing wrong to anyone, and each one 
of them died a nameless and lonely 
death. And each one of their mothers, 
whether she realizes it or not, will 
never be quite the same. And all the 
gifts that these children might have 
brought to humanity are now lost for-
ever. Yet even in the glare of such 
tragedy, this generation still clings to 
a blind, invincible ignorance while his-
tory repeats itself and our own silent 
genocide mercilessly annihilates the 
most helpless of all victims, those yet 
unborn. 

Madam Speaker, perhaps it’s time for 
those of us in this Chamber to remind 
ourselves of why we are really all here. 
Thomas Jefferson said, ‘‘The care of 
human life and its happiness and not 
its destruction is the chief and only ob-
ject of good government.’’ The phrase 
in the 14th Amendment capsulizes our 
entire Constitution, it says, ‘‘No State 
shall deprive any person of life, liberty 
or property without due process of 
law.’’ Madam Speaker, protecting the 
lives of our innocent citizens and their 
constitutional rights is why we are all 
here. 

The bedrock foundation of this Re-
public is the clarion declaration of the 
self-evident truth that all human 
beings are created equal and endowed 

by their Creator with the unalienable 
rights of life, liberty and the pursuit of 
happiness. Every conflict and battle 
our Nation has ever faced can be traced 
to our commitment to this core, self- 
evident truth. 

b 1730 
It has made us the beacon of hope for 

the entire world. Madam Speaker, it is 
who we are. 

And yet today another day has 
passed, and we in this body have failed 
again to honor that foundational com-
mitment. We have failed our sworn 
oath and our God-given responsibility 
as we broke faith with nearly 4,000 
more innocent American babies who 
died today without the protection we 
should have given them. And it seems 
too sad to me, Madam Speaker, that 
this Sunset Memorial may be the only 
acknowledgement or remembrance 
these children who died today will ever 
have in this Chamber. 

So as a small gesture, I would ask 
those in the Chamber who are inclined 
to join me for a moment of silent me-
morial to these lost little Americans. 

Madam Speaker, let me conclude in 
the hope that perhaps someone new 
who heard this Sunset Memorial to-
night will finally embrace the truth 
that abortion really does kill little ba-
bies; that it hurts mothers in ways 
that we can never express; and that 
12,862 days spent killing nearly 50 mil-
lion unborn children in America is 
enough; and that the America that re-
jected human slavery and marched into 
Europe to arrest the Nazi Holocaust is 
still courageous and compassionate 
enough to find a better way for moth-
ers and their unborn babies than abor-
tion on demand. 

So tonight, Madam Speaker, may we 
each remind ourselves that our own 
days in this sunshine of life are also 
numbered and that all too soon each 
one of us will walk from these Cham-
bers for the very last time. 

And if it should be that this Congress 
is allowed to convene on yet another 
day to come, may that be the day when 
we finally hear the cries of innocent 
unborn children. May that be the day 
when we find the humanity, the cour-
age, and the will to embrace together 
our human and our constitutional duty 
to protect these, the least of our tiny, 
little American brothers and sisters 
from this murderous scourge upon our 
Nation called abortion on demand. 

It is April 10, 2008, 12,862 days since 
Roe versus Wade first stained the foun-
dation of this Nation with the blood of 
its own children, this in the land of the 
free and the home of the brave. 

f 

PEAK OIL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. BARTLETT) is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
minority leader. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Madam 
Speaker, I believe that this is the 41st 
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time that I have come to the floor 
since 3 years ago, the 14th day of 
March, to talk about energy, specifi-
cally about oil. 

Here is a copy of the Washington 
Times today. The main headline: 
‘‘Global Food Riots Turn Deadly.’’ And 
then if I turn to the front page ‘‘promo- 
ing’’ what’s inside, Business, Gas Hits 
Record: ‘‘The upward trend in energy 
prices showed no sign of abating yes-
terday as gasoline set another record 
at the pump and crude oil topped $112 a 
barrel for the first time in the futures 
market.’’ 

If I go back to the lead article, it 
says clashes likely to persist with soar-
ing prices. ‘‘Anger over spiraling world 
food prices is becoming increasingly 
violent.’’ This is a quote from the head 
of the Rome-based U.N. Food and Agri-
culture Organization: ‘‘World food 
prices have risen 45 percent in the last 
9 months, and there are serious short-
ages,’’ serious shortages, ‘‘of rice, 
wheat, and corn. U.N. Secretary-Gen-
eral Ban Ki-moon issued a personal ap-
peal for calm in Haiti yesterday. At 
least five people have been reported 
killed in disturbances since last week 
after the cost of rice doubled and gas 
prices rose a third time since Feb-
ruary.’’ 

This could have been predicted 28 
years ago. I will explain in a few mo-
ments why I use 28 years ago. It was an 
absolute certainty that at some point 
in time, roughly this time, that we 
would be here talking about this crisis. 

This first chart is an interesting one. 
The motorist is looking at today $3 and 
30 some cents a gallon for gasoline, and 
he says, ‘‘Just why is gas so expen-
sive?’’ He has a tiny little supply there 
and a huge, big demand in his SUV. 
And, Madam Speaker, that’s why gas 
prices are high. There is more demand 
for gas than there is gas available, and 
the marketplace demands that the 
price of gasoline go up. 

This saga started 52 years ago, the 
8th day of March, in San Antonio, 
Texas, when what I believe will be rec-
ognized shortly as the most important 
speech given in the last century was 
delivered to a group of oil scientists 
and engineers and executives in San 
Antonio, Texas. 

The next chart shows the prediction 
that was made in 1956 by M. King 
Hubbert, who was this oil geologist. He 
was talking to a group of people rep-
resenting the country, our country, 
which was then king of oil, producing 
more oil, consuming more oil, export-
ing more oil than any other country in 
the world. And he told them that in 
just 14 years, no matter what we did 
before or after that, that oil production 
would reach a maximum in our country 
and after that it would go down, down, 
down. What he said was audacious and 
disbelieved, but 14 years later, in 1970, 
right on schedule, we peaked in oil pro-
duction. 

And this is a chart which shows that 
peaking. It shows Texas producing a 
third or so of the oil at that time and 

the rest of the United States. Natural 
gas liquids added to that. And then it 
shows the enormous discovery of oil in 
Alaska, and I have been there to 
Prudhoe Bay, Dead Horse, and I have 
seen the beginning of that 4 foot pipe-
line through which for a number of 
years now a full fourth of our domestic 
production of oil flowed. That is now 
tapering off. 

The yellow there are the fabled dis-
coveries of oil in the Gulf of Mexico. 
You notice that in his prediction that 
we would reach a peak in 1970, there 
was just a blip in the downward slope 
produced by the huge discovery in 
Alaska. He had not included Alaska 
and the Gulf of Mexico in his pre-
diction. It was just the lower 48. And 
notice there was hardly a ripple of 
those famed discoveries in the Gulf of 
Mexico. 

The next chart shows another depic-
tion of the Hubbert Peak. And I show 
this one because this is used by a 
group, CERA, Cambridge Energy Re-
search Associates, to try to convince 
you that you should not be alarmed by 
M. King Hubbert’s prediction, that the 
world would be doing now about the 
same thing the United States did in 
1970 because he was wrong about the 
United States in 1970. They said, you 
see, his prediction of what the produc-
tion of oil would be are these yellow 
triangles and the actual production 
were the green squares and he missed 
it. 

Well, maybe a statistician could give 
you an analysis which could say he had 
missed it, but I think to the average 
citizen, those two curves look pretty 
darn similar, don’t they? And I think 
the average citizen would say I think 
he probably got it. We did peak in 1970, 
and in spite of what we have done then, 
in the lower 48, we pretty much fol-
lowed that curve. 

And then this is the red now. That in-
cludes the total production which in-
cludes Alaska and the Gulf of Mexico. 

In 1979 M. King Hubbert predicted 
that the world would reach its max-
imum oil production about now. And 
the next chart is a very insightful one. 
If you had only one chart to use to dis-
cuss this subject, this would be the 
chart that you would use. It shows the 
discoveries of oil. We discovered a 
whole lot of it back in the 1940s. I actu-
ally remember those times very well. 
My first car was a 1936 Ford, made just 
10 years after I was born. Then lots of 
discoveries in 1950 and the 1960s and 
1970s. And notice what has happened, 
1970s, 1980s, 1990s, 2000, down, down, 
down in discovery. And that’s in spite 
of ever better techniques for finding 
oil. 3–D seismic and computer modeling 
and, boy, we’ve mapped the world, and 
we know pretty much where oil is like-
ly to be found because it’s found in 
only very unique geologic formations 
and we know what they are and we 
know where they likely exist. 

Now, the solid black line here is our 
consumption of oil, and it’s also our 
production because we haven’t been 

storing huge amounts of it anywhere. 
We have a small strategic reserve in 
our country, small in terms of the oil 
that we use in a year, really small. So 
we aren’t storing it anywhere; so what 
we have consumed is what we have pro-
duced. And you see that that shows an 
ever-increasing slope here. 

Up through the Carter years, every 
decade, we used as much oil as we had 
used in all of previous history. I want 
you to reflect on that for just a mo-
ment. What that meant was, of course, 
if we had kept on that trend, when we 
had used half of the world’s oil, and it 
is finite, and when we used half of the 
world’s oil, we would have just 10 years 
of oil left at that rate of usage. 

Now, in the 1970s, late 1970s, we had 
the oil price spike hikes as a result of 
the Arab oil embargo, and that caused 
a worldwide recession. You see here 
that the use of oil actually dropped off. 
It caused a worldwide recession and we 
woke up. We said we can get things 
done more efficiently. So now with an 
increasing economy, greatly increased 
economy, we are now using oil at an 
ever less increasing rate. This slope, 
it’s very much less than this slope, and 
that reflects the increased efficiencies 
that we have built in. Your air condi-
tioner today is maybe three times as 
efficient as it was in the 1970s. Your re-
frigerator is two or three times as effi-
cient as it was then. 

Notice that ever since 1982 or so, we 
have been using more oil than we 
found. And we were able to do that be-
cause we had these huge reserves back 
here. So what we have been doing ever 
since the early 1980s is dipping into 
these reserves and using some of this 
oil that we found and didn’t need be-
cause the area under this curve rep-
resents the oil that we have used. And, 
obviously, if you add up all these bars, 
it represents the oil we found, and you 
could put a curve over those, and the 
area under that curve would then rep-
resent the oil that we found. So we now 
have used this area here in terms of 
our reserves, and we used about this 
much reserves probably; so we have a 
whole bunch left. 

So what will the future look like? 
Now, M. King Hubbert predicted that 
the world would be reaching its max-
imum oil production about now. And 
this chart you see at about 2008, 2010, it 
shows it peaking. Now, you can within 
limits make the future look reasonably 
whatever way you want it to look like, 
but you cannot pump what is not there. 
If you are really aggressive and build a 
whole lot of wells and flood them with 
live steam and pump CO2 down there 
and flood them with seawater, which is 
what they do in Saudi Arabia, you can 
get the oil out quicker. 

b 1745 

But what you use now will not be 
there to use tomorrow. How much 
more will we find? Well, they have 
shown a smooth discovery curve get-
ting ever less and less. It won’t be 
smooth like that. It will be up and 
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down. But if I were drawing a line and 
projecting it out, I wouldn’t have 
drawn it quite that high. And I don’t 
think you would either. You would 
draw it somewhere below that. I think 
that is maybe an optimistic assessment 
of what we will find in the future if 
what we have discovered in the past is 
any measure of what we will discover 
in the future. 

The next chart is a chart which M. 
King Hubbert anticipated. This is an 
interesting one because it represents 
data from the two best organizations in 
the world for tracking the production 
and consumption of oil. Because as I 
said before, we use what we found pret-
ty quickly. We haul it across the 
ocean, refine it and use it. This is the 
EIA, the Energy Information Adminis-
tration, a part of our Department of 
Energy, and the IEA, the International 
Energy Association. That one most 
people are familiar with because El 
Baradei is the head of that. And they 
have been kind of monitoring what is 
going on in Iran. You see them fre-
quently in the newspaper. 

Notice that for the last 3 years 
roughly they show the production of 
oil as constant. There have been sev-
eral appeals. You will read about them 
in the newspaper: Saudi Arabia, OPEC, 
won’t you please produce some more 
oil? What OPEC says is, we think we 
are producing enough oil. I think that 
the correct answer really is, we can’t 
produce oil any faster than we are pro-
ducing it. I think that they have prob-
ably reached their maximum produc-
tion of oil. The little blue line here 
shows what has happened to price, and 
notice in the last year or so what has 
happen to price, up, up, up. 

The first time I came to the floor 
here, as I said, was a bit more than 3 
years ago and oil was, what, 50 and a 
couple of dollars a barrel. Now today it 
was $112 a barrel. 

The production of oil has remained 
constant. The demand for oil has gone 
up. That is really a simple relation-
ship. When the demand for a product is 
greater than the supply of the product, 
people bid it up. It is like at an auc-
tion. If two or three people want some-
thing, and there is only one of the 
thing they want, they bid it up to ri-
diculously high levels. And that is 
what is happening with oil. To get it, 
you have to outbid the other guy. And 
so now it is $112 a barrel. 

The next chart is a schematic chart. 
And it shows the same curve we have 
been looking at. And by the way, it is 
obvious that we can make this curve 
really sharp by simply expanding the 
ordinate and compressing the abscissa. 
Here it is spread out. But in any event, 
this follows a roughly 2 percent in-
crease in use. That doesn’t sound like 
much, does it? As a matter of fact, our 
stock market gets really jittery when 
our growth is only 2 percent. It is going 
to have to get over that, Madam 
Speaker, because we can’t continue 2 
percent growth forever. With 2 percent 
growth, it doubles in 35 years. It is four 

times bigger in 70 years. It is 8 times 
bigger in 105 years. And it is 16 times 
bigger in 140 years. 

Now, when your only perspective is 
the next quarterly report or getting 
yourself through the next election, this 
2 percent growth, which in 140 years 
from now will be 16 times bigger, 
makes whatever is growing at 2 per-
cent, 16 times bigger may not seem 
very important to you. But I have ten 
kids and 16 grandkids and two great 
grandkids. And I would sure like them 
to live in a world as comfortable as the 
world I live in and to have the opportu-
nities that I’ve had. 

This yellow here represents a grow-
ing gap. If, in fact, we are at this point, 
and the charts that we have just seen 
would indicate that we probably are, 
then the increasing demand is going to 
result in a deficit which will be re-
flected in higher oil prices and higher 
gas prices at the pump. The big focus 
that most people are talking about is, 
gee, how are we going to fill that gap? 
Let me suggest, Madam Speaker, that 
we are not going to fill that gap. There 
are no readily available substitutes for 
oil out there. A little bit of this and a 
little of that, if you sum them all up, 
they are still far short of the amount 
of oil we are now using. 

Now we are going to continue to have 
oil. We are not running out of oil. What 
we are doing is running out of our abil-
ity to produce oil as fast as we would 
like to use it. There will be oil, gas and 
coal around for another 150 years, ever 
less and less, harder and harder to get, 
at higher and higher costs. 

The next chart is really a quote from 
what I think will shortly be recognized 
perhaps as the most insightful speech 
given in the last century, given 51 
years ago, the 14th day of this May. 
Hyman Rickover, the father of our nu-
clear submarine, gave this speech to a 
group of physicians in Saint Paul, Min-
nesota. You can find that. There is a 
link in our Website to it, or you can 
simply do a Google search for ‘‘Rick-
over energy speech,’’ and it will pop up. 
It was a really insightful speech. 

In the 8,000 years from the beginning 
of history to the year 2000 AD, world 
population will have grown from 10 
million to 4 billion. He kind of missed 
that. World population is about 7 bil-
lion people now. With 90 percent of 
that growth taking place during the 
last 5 percent of that period, with way 
more than 90 percent of that growth 
taking place in the last 5 percent of 
that period. It took the first 3,000 years 
of recorded history to account the first 
doubling of population, 100 years from 
the last doubling, but the next dou-
bling will require only 50 years. As a 
matter of fact, it required considerably 
less than 50 years. 

The next chart is not a chart of popu-
lation growth, but it could just as well 
have been. This is a chart showing the 
increase in energy availability, our 
consumption of energy. And if I super-
impose on this a chart of population 
growth, it would follow this almost ex-

actly. Our world population has grown 
from half a billion or so to 7 billion 
people, and most of it, as Hyman Rick-
over pointed, in the last little while. 
And look, I don’t go back 8,000 years. I 
only go back 400 years, but if I went 
back the rest of the 8,000 years, it 
would still be pretty much down near 
zero. 

The Industrial Revolution began with 
wood. And then we found coal. And 
boy, did it take off when we found gas 
and oil. Now here we see that disconti-
nuity in the 1970s, what we have done 
here, of course, is to expand the ordi-
nate and compress the abscissa so that 
we have a very sharp curve. That is the 
same curve we have seen several times 
before. But it looks different depending 
on the scale you have in the ordinate 
and in the abscissa. 

The next chart is some data in 
Hyman Rickover’s speech. And it is 
even more so today. With high energy 
consumption goes a high standard of 
living, he said. Thus, the enormous fos-
sil fuel which we in this country con-
trol feeds machines which make each 
of us a master of an army of mechan-
ical slaves. This was 51 years ago. What 
he said then is true even more so 
today. He said that we represent, I 
have seen data a little more than this, 
roughly 35 watts of energy, sleeping 
and waking. Standing here and talking 
here, I am more like a 70-watt bulb. 
That is not very much, is it? As a mat-
ter of fact, if you look at the amount of 
food which you eat in a day, if you 
dried it, if you burned it and made a 
fire of it, it would hardly warm your 
fingers on a cold day. Just look at the 
C Rations that our military uses and 
how compact they are. You put water 
in them and they swell up. They look 
like a lot. But the actual dry material 
there is not much. In fact, he said 51 
years ago, the household appliances 
that make life so comfortable for the 
family represented the work output of 
33 men. He said that the machines 
which make our cars and refrigerators 
and so forth represent 244 men. Two 
thousand men push your automobile 
down the road. The energy it takes to 
move your car down the road is the en-
ergy of 2,000 men working. One hundred 
thousand men push the locomotive 
down the road. And 700,000 men push 
the jet plane through the sky. 

When I first saw the data that said 
that one barrel of oil represented 25,000 
man hours of effort, the work output of 
12 people working all year, I said to 
myself, gee, that can’t be. But then I 
thought, I have a Prius car. I bought 
the first one in Congress and the first 
one in Maryland. And a gallon of gaso-
line is still cheaper than water in the 
grocery store, by the way, if you buy it 
in the little bottles. I thought about 
how far that gallon of gasoline takes 
my car and how long it would take me 
to pull it those 47 miles that the gallon 
of gasoline takes my car. I said, gee, it 
is probably true that one barrel of oil 
represents the work output of 12 people 
working all year. Now we are the bene-
ficiaries of an incredible quality of life 
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which is the result, the direct result of 
our access to all of this energy. 

The next chart is another quote from 
Hyman Rickover, whether this Golden 
Age, and it is a golden age. Nobles of 
old lived nowhere near as well as we 
live today. The poorest in our country, 
maybe it’s not quite true in other 
countries, live better than nobles of 
yesteryear because of the incredible ac-
cess that we have to this energy. 
Whether this Golden Age will continue 
depends entirely upon our ability to 
keep energy supplies in balance with 
the needs of our growing population. 
Now we haven’t done that or we 
wouldn’t have headlines like this 
today: ‘‘Global food riots turn deadly.’’ 

In a few moments, I will discuss the 
relationship between those global food 
riots and this other headline: ‘‘Gas hits 
a record.’’ 

Possession of surplus energy is, of 
course, a requisite for any kind of civ-
ilization. For if man possesses merely 
the energy of his own muscles, he must 
expend all his strength, mental and 
physical, to obtain the bare necessities 
of life. 

This article on food notes that in 
much of the third world, 50 to 60 per-
cent of the income of the family goes 
to food. Do you know what that is in 
our country? It is less than 10 percent. 
Food doubling in price in our country 
doesn’t mean much. But if you’re pay-
ing 50 percent of your income to buy 
food, and it doubles in price, then it 
takes 100 percent of your income to 
buy that food. So it really, really is im-
portant to the poor of the world. 

A reduction of per capita energy con-
sumption has always, in the past, led 
to a decline in civilization and a rever-
sion to a more primitive way of life. 

The next is another quote in from 
Hyman Rickover. By the way, Madam 
Speaker, I am going through these 
quotes, and then I am going to use 
quotes from four studies that our gov-
ernment has paid for with our tax-
payers’ money and then ignored. And 
what I am going to be asking is, with 
this history, with this great speech 
given by Hyman Rickover 51 years ago, 
and with the warnings in these four 
studies released over the last several 
years, why aren’t you hearing more 
about a meaningful program to address 
this energy challenge that we face? 

There is nothing man can do to re-
build exhausted fossil fuel reserve. 
They were created by solar energy a 
long time ago, he says 500 million years 
ago, it took eons to grow to their 
present volume. In the face of the basic 
fact that fossil fuel reserves are finite, 
that’s a great statement. Just reflect 
on this. 

The exact length of time that these 
reserves will last is important in only 
one respect. 

Now he didn’t know how long they 
were going to last because he didn’t 
know how long this Golden Age will 
last. But we now know pretty much. It 
will be, Madam Speaker, about 300 
years long. We are about 150 years into 

it. We are now at the pinnacle of the 
Golden Age. Will it be in another 150 
years as these fossil fuels become less 
and less available at higher and higher 
costs? 

The exact length of time that these 
reserves will last is important in only 
one respect. The longer they last, the 
more time that we have to invent ways 
of living off renewable or substitute en-
ergy sources and to adjust our econ-
omy to the vast changes which we can 
expect from such a shift. Fifty-one 
years ago. Really prophetic. 

Madam Speaker, with this kind of in-
sightful advice 51 years ago, with head-
lines like this in the paper, with these 
four reports paid for by our govern-
ment, why haven’t we done something? 
Why aren’t we doing something? 

b 1800 

‘‘Fossil fuels resemble capital in the 
bank.’’ 

I love this statement. ‘‘A prudent and 
responsible parent will use his capital 
sparingly in order to pass on to his 
children as much as possible of his in-
heritance. A selfish and irresponsible 
parent will squander it in riotous liv-
ing, and care not one whit how his off-
spring will fare.’’ 

With the shortages in oil, which have 
driven up the price of gasoline, they 
want me to vote to drill in ANWR and 
offshore. I have got 10 kids, 16 
grandkids and two great-grandkids, 
and I ask them, if you can drill in 
ANWR tomorrow, what would you do 
the day after tomorrow? And there will 
be a day after tomorrow. 

We are leaving our kids a horrendous 
debt, growing by leaps and bounds. Not 
with my vote, if you will check the 
record, but we are leaving them that 
debt. And I ask those who would like 
me to vote to drill in ANWR and off-
shore, wouldn’t it be nice if I left my 
kids and my grand-kids and my great 
grandkids a little energy to deal with 
this horrendous debt? 

The next is a quote also from Hyman 
Rickover. You can see why I believe 
this will be shortly recognized as per-
haps the most insightful speech given 
in the last century. ‘‘I suggest this is a 
good time to think soberly about our 
responsibility to our descendants.’’ 
Wow, 51 years ago, and there are very 
few who are thinking soberly at all 
about this today. 

‘‘I suggest this is a good time to 
think soberly about our responsibil-
ities to our descendants, those who will 
ring out the fossil fuel age. We must 
give a break to these youngsters by 
cutting fuel and metal consumption.’’ 

Wow. 51 years ago. And what we have 
done since then, with no more responsi-
bility than the kids who found the 
cookie jar or the hog who found the 
feed room door open, we just have been 
pigging out on energy, as if it were for-
ever, as if there was an endless supply. 
It is obviously finite. The moon isn’t 
made out of green cheese and the Earth 
isn’t made out of oil. I see chairs and 
trees and grass and sticks and stones 

out there. Obviously it isn’t all oil, and 
it is not going to last forever. 

‘‘So as to provide a safer margin for 
the necessary adjustments which even-
tually will be made in a world without 
fossil fuel.’’ 

A year ago, Christmas-New Year’s 
break, I led a codel of nine to China to 
talk about energy. They began their 
discussion of energy by talking about 
post-oil. In an environment where it is 
hard for us to see beyond the next 
quarterly report or the next election, 
they are looking generations and cen-
turies down the road. There will be a 
post-oil world. It is not going to be to-
tally post-oil for about another 150 
years, but increasingly there is going 
to be less and less, higher and higher 
costs, more and more difficult to get. 

The next chart is just kind of a re-
peat of the wise advice he has been giv-
ing. ‘‘High energy consumption has al-
ways been a prerequisite of political 
power. Ultimately the nation which 
controls the largest energy resources 
will become dominant.’’ 

I am going to show a chart a little 
later that shows that China is buying 
up energy oil all over the world. They 
kind of understand that. ‘‘If we act 
wisely and in time to conserve what we 
have and prepare well for necessary fu-
ture changes, we shall ensure this dom-
inant position for our own country.’’ 

I will show a chart in a few moments 
that shows we have 2 percent of the oil, 
we use 25 percent of the world’s oil, and 
import almost two-thirds of what we 
use. We don’t even come close to fol-
lowing the wise advice that he gave 51 
years ago. 

Now, four studies, and here they are. 
The Hirsch Report, February 2005. This 
is a big study done by SAIC, Science 
Applications International Corpora-
tion, a big prestigious international 
corporation, paid for by our Depart-
ment of Energy. 

Here is a second report paid for by 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, paid 
for by the Army, done by the Corps: 
‘‘Energy Trends and Their Implications 
for U.S. Army Installations.’’ It could 
have been U.S. or world, because our 
army is a microcosm of the U.S. and 
world. 

A second Hirsch Report, ‘‘Peaking of 
World Oil Production, Recent Fore-
casts.’’ 

Then the third of these reports, 
which your government has asked for 
and paid for, as a matter of fact, this 
one I asked for as a senior member of 
the Science Committee, this is done by 
GAO. ‘‘Crude Oil. Uncertainty About 
Future Oil Supply Makes It Important 
To Develop a Strategy for Addressing a 
Peak and Decline in Oil Production.’’ 
Where have you heard anybody talking 
about this strategy? Where have you 
read about this strategy in the news-
paper? This is a GAO report, February 
2007. 

The last of the studies. ‘‘Hard Truths. 
Facing the Hard Truths About Energy. 
Comprehensive View to 2030 of Global 
Oil and Natural Gas,’’ done by the Na-
tional Petroleum Council. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 01:17 Apr 11, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00050 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K10AP7.107 H10APPT1w
w

oo
ds

2 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

68
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2217 April 10, 2008 
I have quotes from all but the last of 

these. This is the newest one, and I will 
get some quotes to include. They are 
saying essentially the same thing as 
these others. 

The next chart and the first few 
charts will be quotes from the Hirsch 
Report. I am going to spend a lot of 
time this evening going over the infor-
mation that has been available to all of 
us, to our leaders, and I am going to 
keep asking the questions, how come it 
has been ignored? 

The Hirsch Report: ‘‘World oil peak-
ing is going to happen. World produc-
tion of conventional oil will reach a 
maximum and decline thereafter. That 
maximum is called the peak. A number 
of competent forecasters project peak-
ing within a decade.’’ This was several 
years ago. Others contend it will occur 
later. 

Prediction of the peaking is ex-
tremely difficult. In fact, you only 
know it has peaked after you look back 
and say gee, it was the highest back 
then. No matter what we do, we can’t 
get more. So you will know it has 
peaked only in retrospect when you 
look back to see that it has peaked. 

Oil peaking presents a unique chal-
lenge. The world has never faced a 
problem like this. There is no prece-
dent in history to guide you. There is 
nothing that has happened in the past 
which will help you through this. The 
world has never faced a problem like 
this. ‘‘Without massive mitigation,’’ 
more than a decade before the fact, the 
chart you saw a little earlier, remem-
ber, EIA, IEA, 3 years, flat plateau, 
looks like we peaked now. He says 
‘‘Without massive mitigation,’’ more 
than a decade before the fact, ‘‘the 
problem will be pervasive and will not 
be temporary. Previous energy transi-
tions, wood-to-coal and coal-to-oil were 
gradual, and evolutionary oil peaking 
will be abrupt and revolutionary.’’ 

The next chart, additional quotes 
from this report. ‘‘The peaking of 
world oil production presents the U.S. 
and the world with an unprecedented 
risk-management problem. The world 
has never faced a problem like this. As 
peaking is approached, liquid fuel 
prices and price volatility will increase 
dramatically,’’ $112 a barrel, ‘‘and, 
without timely mitigation, the eco-
nomic, social and political costs will be 
unprecedented. Food riots. People 
killed.’’ 

Well, we will talk in just a few mo-
ments about the relationship between 
oil and food so that you will see why 
the crisis in energy is reflected in this 
crisis in food availability. 

The next chart is another one from 
the Hirsch Report. ‘‘We cannot con-
ceive of any affordable government- 
sponsored crash program to accelerate 
normal replacement schedules.’’ This is 
going to be a new world. We are going 
to have to think differently. We are 
going to have to use energy differently. 

As far as fossil fuels are concerned, I 
think the Hirsch Report is exactly 
right. I am more sanguine about elec-

tricity. More nuclear, wind, solar, with 
appropriate storage for those two be-
cause they are intermittent, more 
hydro, true geothermal. We can in 
some parts of our country tap the mol-
ten core of the Earth, as they do for all 
of their energy in Iceland. I think we 
can make reasonably as much elec-
tricity as we ought to be using. I am 
not at all sure that is true about liquid 
fuels. The substitutes for oil are just 
few and difficult, as we will see. 

The next chart is an interesting one 
from the Hirsch Study. Most of the 
world’s experts believe that we have 
found about 2 trillion barrels of recov-
erable oil. There is a lot more out 
there, but it is locked in tiny little 
droplets in between grains of sand and 
shale and so forth, and with present 
technology we are likely not going to 
get it. And the cost of ever getting it 
may exceed its value when you get it, 
so it is maybe not practically recover-
able. 

Well, there are some people who be-
lieve that we are going to find as much 
more oil as all the reserves that we 
now know exist. And this is an inter-
esting chart, because instead of talking 
about roughly 2 trillion barrels, they 
are talking about 3 trillion barrels of 
oil. Even if that is true, this is the 
same curve we saw before, remember, 
the stutter in the seventies with the 
worldwide recession, slower growth 
now, peaking now if we don’t find any 
more. They say if we find as much 
more oil as all the oil we now know ex-
ists which is recoverable, it will extend 
the peak only to 2016. Wow. That is the 
power of compound growth. 

After the discovery of nuclear en-
ergy, Albert Einstein was asked, ‘‘Dr. 
Einstein, what will be the next big en-
ergy force in the world?’’ He said, ‘‘The 
most powerful force in the world is the 
power of compound interest, compound 
growth.’’ Poorly understood. But that 
is what we are seeing here. 

So if we found, which we are not 
going to, a little, vanishing small pos-
sibility that we are going to do that, 
but if we found as much more oil as all 
the oil which now is known to be recov-
erable, it would push the peak out only 
to 2016. And this curve shows what 
would happen if you use heroic tech-
niques and enhanced oil recovery and 
get it out of the ground quicker. Then 
you fall off a cliff. You can’t pump 
what you have not found. 

The next chart is an interesting 
chart that shows the projections of our 
EIA, the Energy Information Adminis-
tration. I don’t have time to go into 
the strange use of statistics here, but 
somehow they went from a frequency 
mode to a probability mode, and they 
somehow have reached a conclusion 
that a 50 percent probability is more 
probable than a 95 percent probability. 

So they were projecting that this 
green is where we were going with the 
discovery of oil. This is the 95 percent 
probability. This is the 5 percent prob-
ability. And, as one would expect, 95 
percent is more probable than 50 per-

cent. So the actual discoveries in red 
here have been following the 95 percent 
probability. So I would be very sus-
picious of projections using USGS data, 
which is where this comes from, of fu-
ture oil production. 

The next chart addresses this, and 
this is Jean Laherrere, one of the 
world’s giants in this area. It says, 
‘‘The USGS estimate implies a five-fold 
increase in discovery and reserve addi-
tion, for which no evidence is pre-
sented. Such an improvement in per-
formance is in fact utterly implausible, 
given the great technological achieve-
ments of the industry over the past 20 
years, the worldwide search, and the 
deliberate efforts to find the largest re-
maining prospects.’’ 

I think he is right. I think there is 
little probability that we are going to 
find huge amounts of additional oil. As 
a matter of fact, most of the world’s 
experts believe we have probably found 
about 95 percent of all that we will ever 
find. 

The next chart, and now we have a 
series of charts we will go through 
quickly from the Corps of Engineers 
study, this was the second one done. 
‘‘Oil is the most important form of en-
ergy in the world today. Historically, 
no other energy source equals oil’s in-
trinsic qualities of extractability, 
transportability, versatility and cost.’’ 

It is incredible, the energy density of 
oil and all the things that you can do 
with it. We live in a plastic world, a 
huge petrochemical industry. All of 
that starts with gas and oil, and some 
coal. Because once you have this long 
hydrocarbon chain, whether it is gas or 
coal or oil, the chemist can do with it 
about what he wishes. 

b 1815 

The qualities that enabled oil to take 
over from coal as the front line energy 
source for the industrialized world in 
the middle of the 20th century are as 
relevant today as they were then. 

The next chart is a really interesting 
one. This is a study done by very 
knowledgeable people. The current 
price of oil is in the $45 to $57 per bar-
rel range and it’s expected to stay in 
that range for several years. It is $112 a 
barrel today. 

They all missed it, friends. M. King 
Hubbert was right. The United States 
peaked in 1970. I use 28 years that we 
have blown. That’s because by 1980, 28 
years ago, we absolutely knew, looking 
back that M. King Hubbert was right 
about 1970. We did peak in 1970. 

In 1979 he made the prediction the 
world would be peaking and, let me ask 
you, if M. King Hubbert was right 
about the United States and if, in spite 
of drilling more oil wells than all the 
rest of the world put together, why 
should we not be concerned about his 
prediction that the world would be 
peaking in oil about now? 

Don’t you think that someone might 
have said, gee, M. King Hubbert was 
right about the United States? Isn’t 
the United States a microcosm in the 
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world? Mightn’t he be right about the 
world and shouldn’t we be doing some-
thing about that? 

Oil prices may go significantly high-
er. They have, indeed, and some have 
predicted prices ranging up to $180 a 
barrel in a few years. Goldman Sachs 
says that oil may very well be $150 to 
$200 a barrel by the end of this year. 

The next chart, another one from the 
Corps of Engineers, petroleum expert 
Colin Campbell, Jean Laherrere, Bryan 
Fleay, Roger Blanchard, Richard Dun-
can, Walter Younquist and Albert Bart-
lett, no relative of mine, I wish I had 
some of his genes. He has given his 
speech on energy, I think, over 1,600 
times. 

Do a Google search for Albert Bart-
lett and energy. It will be the most 1- 
hour lecture you have ever listened to. 
Using various methodologies, all esti-
mated that a peak in conventional oil 
production will occur in 2005. It’s 2008, 
I think it probably has occurred. 

The corporate executive officers of 
these several companies also published 
estimates of a peak in 2005. The next 
chart from the GAO, and now I move to 
the third of the GAO studies, this 
shows this large number of experts, of 
sources, and when they thought peak 
would occur. Now, some of them are 
pretty indecisive. 

It could be now, it could be a long, 
long time from now. But notice that a 
great many of them thought they 
would be occurring about now. There is 
a general consensus, and this was pub-
lished 2, 3 years ago, general consensus, 
that peaking would be occurring about 
now. 

Another chart from GAO, and this 
kind of puts things in perspective, the 
little bar on the right shows the top 10 
oil and gas companies on the basis of 
oil reserves. Who has the oil, and 98 
percent of that is resident in countries 
where the oil is owned by the country. 
Luke Oil, which is kind of not owned 
by the government, represents only 2 
percent. 

The left, and this is the top 10 oil and 
gas companies on the basis of produc-
tion. This is how much they have, this 
is how much they produced. The giants 
that you read about every day making 
$40 billion a year profits, and, by the 
way, it’s not their fault. It’s not be-
cause they are gouging you. It’s not be-
cause they are schemers. It’s simply 
they are simply happy recipients of a 
windfall that results when you want to 
use more oil than there is, and that 
drives the prices up. 

I wouldn’t be critical of the profits. I 
would really be critical if they didn’t 
use the profits properly. 

Our giants, ExxonMobil, Royal 
Dutch, BP, produce only 22 percent of 
the world’s oil and 78 percent of the 
world’s oil is produced by these coun-
try-owned companies. 

The next chart shows essentially the 
same thing in another form. Here we 
see the OPEC oils, Saudi Arabia and 
OPEC and the remainder. 

The next chart, now, I like this one 
because if a picture is worth 1,000 

words, this is worth a few thousand 
words. This shows you the same thing 
as those last couple of charts. 

But, boy, is this dramatic. This 
shows you what the world would look 
like if the size of the country was rel-
ative to how much oil it had. Look at 
Saudi Arabia. It dominates the land-
scape and, indeed, in the oil world, it 
dominates the landscape. It has 22 per-
cent of all the known reserves of oil in 
the world. 

Little Kuwait, Saddam Hussein 
thought it looked like a little corner 
province in Iraq. Iran, first, second, 
third, fourth, northern Africa, our 
neighbor to the south, Venezuela, Hugo 
Chavez, dwarfs us, what, three, four, 
five times as much oil? 

Here we are, the United States, using 
a fourth of all the oil in the world, and 
we have 2 percent of the known re-
serves of oil in the world. The two 
countries from which we get our most 
oil, that changed a couple of days ago. 
By the way, it used to be Canada and 
then Mexico. I think it’s Canada, Saudi 
Arabia and then Mexico now. That has 
because the second largest oil field in 
the world, the Cantarell oil field in 
Mexico, is in rapid decline, so they can-
not produce at the rates they produced 
before. 

Kind of keep this map in your mind. 
Look at China and India over there. 
Here they are. Look at Russia, huge 
compared to China and India. China 
and India together have no more oil 
than we, and they have, what, a third 
of the world’s population, rapidly- 
growing demand for oil. In some parts 
of Beijing, bicycles are now banned. 
There isn’t room for them on the roads 
because there are so many automobiles 
there. 

The next chart simply shows some 
numbers that I have been using. Two 
percent of the world’s reserves con-
sume 25 percent of the world’s oil, im-
port almost two-thirds of what we use. 
Less than 5 percent of the world’s pop-
ulation, one person in 22, produce 8 per-
cent of the world’s oil from only 2 per-
cent. 

What that means is we are pumping 
our wells four times faster than the av-
erage, right. So we now have only 2 
percent of the reserves. We are pump-
ing on down really fast, we are really 
good at that. We have more oil wells 
that I mentioned than all the rest of 
the world put together. 

The next chart is a really interesting 
one. This shows what China has been 
doing. They are going around the 
world. You see the big symbols there 
for China going around the world and 
buying oil. They almost bought Unocal 
in our country. They are buying oil ev-
erywhere. In today’s economy that 
doesn’t make much sense because who-
ever has the dollars gets the oil. So 
why are they buying oil? 

At the same time they are buying oil, 
they are also aggressively building the 
largest blue-water Navy in the world. 
Might the time come that the Chinese 
tell us, gee, I am sorry, the oil is ours? 

We have 1.3 billion people. They have 
got to have oil. I’m sorry, we can’t 
share it. If they are going to make that 
a reality, they have to have a Navy big 
enough to control the world’s shipping 
lanes. 

Talking about geopolitical con-
sequences, a statement by our Sec-
retary of State, Condoleezza Rice, ‘‘We 
do have to do something about the en-
ergy problem.’’ Boy, this was 2006, 2 
years ago. What have we done about 
the energy problem in the last 2 years? 
We do have to do something about the 
energy problem. 

I can tell that you nothing has really 
taken me aback more than the Sec-
retary of State about the way of the 
politics of energy. I will use the word 
‘‘warping’’ diplomacy around the 
world. We have simply got to do some-
thing about the warping now of diplo-
matic effort for the all-out rush for en-
ergy supply. 

She recognized that 2 years ago this 
month. What have you seen your coun-
try doing about that in the last 2 
years? Why this gross denial? I think 
the evidence is clear to a third grader. 

The next chart, a very recent one, 
January 22 of this year, ‘‘By the year 
2100, the world’s energy system will be 
radically different from today. The 
world’s current predicament limits our 
maneuvering room. We are experi-
encing a step change in the rate of 
growth energy demand.’’ 

Shell estimates that after 2015 easy- 
to-supply that easy access to oil and 
gas will no longer be able to keep up 
with demand. It may be sooner that 
than that, but that is not very far 
away. As a result, society has no 
choice but to add other sources of en-
ergy. 

We have only a few minutes remain-
ing. Let’s put the next the chart up. 
This chart addresses some of those 
other sources of energy. 

I will tell you that we are very much 
like the young people whose grand-
parents have died and left them a big 
inheritance. They now have established 
a lavish lifestyle where 85 percent of all 
the money they spend comes from their 
grandparents’ inheritance, and only 15 
percent of that money are they earn-
ing. And they look at how old they are, 
and the size of the inheritance, and it’s 
going to run out long before they re-
tire. 

Obviously, they have got to do some-
thing. They either have to earn more 
or spend less. That’s precisely where 
we are with energy. Eighty-five percent 
of the energy that we are using, coal, 
petroleum and natural gas, comes from 
fossil fuels, the grandparents’ inherit-
ance. It’s finite, it will run out. 

Only 15 percent of that is from other 
sources, generally referred to as renew-
able sources. A bit more than half of 
that comes from nuclear. We produce 8 
percent of our total energy from nu-
clear, that’s 20 percent of our elec-
tricity. 

We have the largest nuclear elec-
tricity production in the world, but not 
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the biggest percentage. France pro-
duces about 75, 80 percent of their elec-
tricity from nuclear. 

Then the 7 percent, now this is 2000, 
things have changed a little since then. 
Solar, 1 percent; wind, 1 percent, that’s 
the .07 percent, so it has increased 
four-fold, 2.8 percent, big deal, .28 per-
cent, 1⁄4 of 1 percent? I am a big fan of 
nuclear. 

I have an off-grid home, and I use 
solar panels, I use wind machines. I am 
a big fan of wind and solar. But they 
are now tiny contributors to our total 
energy supply. 

Wood, that’s not the mountain fam-
ily, that’s the paper industry and the 
timber industry wisely using a waste 
product. Waste, that looks huge, and 
it’s not a bad idea to turn your waste 
into electricity. You can do that. We 
have a great plant up here in northern 
Montgomery County. 

But that waste stream is not a solu-
tion to our problem, because what that 
waste stream represents, just go to the 
county dump and look at it. What that 
waste stream represents is a profligate 
use of fossil fuels. In a fossil fuel defi-
cient world it’s not going to be there. 
It’s an expedient for the moment. It 
doesn’t even come close to offering a 
rational solution to our problem. 

Conventional hydro, we probably 
peaked out in conventional hydro. We 
can do a lot of microhydro. There are 
some really good microturbines now. 

Alcohol, let me come back now, I 
only have a couple of minutes remain-
ing. I want to make the tie between 
our food problems and the gas prices. 

We have a program of converting 
corn to ethanol. The National Academy 
of Sciences have said that if we used all 
of our corn for ethanol, all of it, and 
discounted for fossil fuel input, it 
would displace 2.4 percent of our gaso-
line. They said that if you tuned up 
your car and put air in the tires, you 
would save as much. 

Now, corn doubled in price because 
we were doing that. Farmers diverted 
land from soybeans and wheat to corn. 
So now we have doubled the price of 
corn, roughly doubled the price of soy-
beans. Since these commodities moved 
together, the price of rice has doubled. 

Now we have global food riots turned 
deadly. What one U.N. official said was 
what we did innocently, we just hadn’t 
thought it through, that what we did 
was a crime against humanity. 

Our trifling contribution to dis-
placing oil has doubled the price of 
corn, nearly doubled the price of soy-
beans and rice. There are people who 
spend 50 to 60 percent of their income 
on food. If the food price doubles, they 
are spending 100 percent of their in-
come on food. No wonder they are riot-
ing. 

Well, this was an unintended con-
sequence. The last chart, we have only 
a couple of minutes remaining, and I 
just want to say that I find this chal-
lenge really exhilarating. There is no 
exhilaration like the exhilaration of 
meeting and overcoming a big chal-
lenge. 

We are the most creative innovative 
society in the world. We are up to this 
with proper leadership. I am looking 
for that leadership. We are up to this. 

We need a program that has a total 
commitment of World War II. I lived 
through that war. I know what it was. 
Everybody raised a victory garden. No 
cars were made in 1943, 1944 and 1945. 
We needed the technology focus of put-
ting a man on the moon, and we needed 
the urgency of the Manhattan project. 

b 1830 

We can lead the world in moving 
from fossil fuel dependency to renew-
ables. We are creative and innovative. 
We need leadership to do this. 

I want to show you that we can do it. 
We can live very happily on less. On 
this chart, here we are, using more en-
ergy than anybody else in the world. 
And there are 24 countries using con-
siderably less energy than we who feel 
better. This is how good you feel about 
your station in life, they feel better 
about their station in life than we. 

The very last chart, in the very few 
seconds remaining, this shows you that 
Californians use only about 65 percent 
as much electricity as the rest of us in 
the United States. Challenge any Cali-
fornian to admit that they live less 
well than we live. 

We don’t have to use the amounts of 
energy that we are using today to be 
comfortable, to feel good about life. 

I really feel challenged by this. We 
are the most creative, innovative soci-
ety in the world. We can do this. We 
can once again become a manufac-
turing country. We can lead the world 
in this. 

Madam Speaker, I am 82 years old on 
my next birthday; and there is nothing 
in my life, and I have seen more of life 
than every other Member of this Con-
gress except RALPH HALL who is 3 years 
older than I, and I have seen nothing in 
my life that is so challenging, so ex-
hilarating as this. 

We are up to this. We need the lead-
ership; where is it? 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Ms. 
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed a bill of the 
following title in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested: 

S. 2739. An act to authorize certain pro-
grams and activities in the Department of 
the Interior, the Forest Service, and the De-
partment of Energy, to implement further 
the Act approving the Covenant to Establish 
a Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands in Political Union with the United 
States of America, to amend the Compact of 
Free Association Amendments Act of 2003, 
and for other purposes. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. BISHOP of New York (at the re-
quest of Mr. HOYER) for today after 11 
a.m. on account of business in district. 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida 
(at the request of Mr. BOEHNER) for 
today after 2 p.m. on account of a fam-
ily medical emergency. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DEFAZIO) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, for 

5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SCHIFF, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. PRICE of Georgia) to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material:) 

Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, April 17. 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5 

minutes, April 17. 
Mr. BROUN of Georgia, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. PENCE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. WOLF, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PRICE of Georgia, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
(The following Member (at his re-

quest) to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous material:) 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

f 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the 
House, reports that on April 7, 2008, she 
presented to the President of the 
United States, for his approval, the fol-
lowing bill. 

H.R. 1593. To reauthorize the grant pro-
gram for reentry of offenders into the com-
munity in the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968, to improve reentry 
planning and implementation, and for other 
purposes. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Madam 
Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 31 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, April 
14, 2008, at 12:30 p.m., for morning-hour 
debate. 

f 

OATH OF OFFICE MEMBERS, RESI-
DENT COMMISSIONER, AND DEL-
EGATES 

The oath of office required by the 
sixth article of the Constitution of the 
United States, and as provided by sec-
tion of the act of May 13, 1884 (23 Stat. 
22) to be administered to Members, 
Resident Commissioner, and Delegates 
of the House of Representatives, the 
text of which is carried in 5 U.S.C. 3331: 
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‘‘I, AB, do solemnly swear (or af-

firm) that I will support and defend 
the Constitution of the United 
States against all enemies, foreign 
and domestic; that I will bear true 
faith and allegiance to the same; 
that I take this obligation freely, 
without any mental reservation or 
purpose of evasion; and that I will 
well and faithfully discharge the 
duties of the office of which I am 
about to enter. So held me God.’’ 

has been subscribed to in person and 
filed in duplicate with the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives by the fol-
lowing Member of the 110th Congress, 
pursuant to the provisions of 2 U.S.C. 
25: 

JACKIE SPEIER, California, Twelfth. 
f 

OATH FOR ACCESS TO CLASSIFIED 
INFORMATION 

Under clause 13 of rule XXIII, the fol-
lowing Members executed the oath for 
access to classified information: 

Neil Abercrombie, Gary L. Ackerman, Rob-
ert B. Aderholt, W. Todd Akin, Rodney Alex-
ander, Thomas H. Allen, Jason Altmire, Rob-
ert E. Andrews, Michael A. Arcuri, Joe Baca, 
Michele Bachmann, Spencer Bachus, Brian 
Baird, Richard H. Baker, Tammy Baldwin, J. 
Gresham Barrett, John Barrow, Roscoe G. 
Bartlett, Joe Barton, Melissa L. Bean, Xa-
vier Becerra, Shelley Berkley, Howard L. 
Berman, Marion Berry, Judy Biggert, Brian 
P. Bilbray, Gus M. Bilirakis, Rob Bishop, 
Sanford D. Bishop, Jr., Timothy H. Bishop, 
Marsha Blackburn, Earl Blumenauer, Roy 
Blunt, John A. Boehner, Jo Bonner, Mary 
Bono, John Boozman, Madeleine Z. Bordallo, 
Dan Boren, Leonard L. Boswell, Rick Bou-
cher, Charles W. Boustany, Jr., Allen Boyd, 
Nancy E. Boyda, Kevin Brady, Robert A. 
Brady, Bruce L. Braley, Paul C. Broun, 
Corrine Brown, Henry E. Brown, Jr., Ginny 
Brown-Waite, Vern Buchanan, Michael C. 
Burgess, Dan Burton, G. K. Butterfield, 
Steve Buyer, Ken Calvert, Dave Camp, John 
Campbell, Chris Cannon, Eric Cantor, Shel-
ley Moore Capito, Lois Capps, Michael E. 
Capuano, Dennis A. Cardoza, Russ Carnahan, 
Christopher P. Carney, André Carson, Julia 
Carson, John R. Carter, Michael N. Castle, 
Kathy Castor, Steve Chabot, Ben Chandler, 
Donna M. Christensen, Yvette D. Clarke, 
Wm. Lacy Clay, Emanuel Cleaver, James E. 
Clyburn, Howard Coble, Steve Cohen, Tom 
Cole, K. Michael Conaway, John Conyers, 
Jr., Jim Cooper, Jim Costa, Jerry F. 
Costello, Joe Courtney, Robert E. (Bud) 
Cramer, Jr., Ander Crenshaw, Joseph Crow-
ley, Barbara Cubin, Henry Cuellar, John 
Abney Culberson, Elijah E. Cummings, Artur 
Davis, Danny K. Davis, David Davis, Geoff 
Davis, Jo Ann Davis, Lincoln Davis, Susan 
A. Davis, Tom Davis, Nathan Deal, Peter A. 
DeFazio, Diana DeGette, William D. 
Delahunt, Rosa L. DeLauro, Charles W. Dent, 
Lincoln Diaz-Balart, Mario Diaz-Balart, Nor-
man D. Dicks, John D. Dingell, Lloyd 
Doggett, Joe Donnelly, John T. Doolittle, 
Michael F. Doyle, Thelma D. Drake, David 
Dreier, John J. Duncan, Jr., Chet Edwards, 
Vernon J. Ehlers, Keith Ellison, Brad Ells-
worth, Rahm Emanuel, Jo Ann Emerson, 
Eliot L. Engel, Phil English, Anna G. Eshoo, 
Bob Etheridge, Terry Everett, Eni F. H. 
Faleomavaega, Mary Fallin, Sam Farr, 
Chaka Fattah, Tom Feeney, Mike Ferguson, 
Bob Filner, Jeff Flake, J. Randy Forbes, Jeff 
Fortenberry, Luis G. Fortuño, Vito Fossella, 
Bill Foster, Virginia Foxx, Barney Frank, 
Trent Franks, Rodney P. Frelinghuysen, 

Elton Gallegly, Scott Garrett, Jim Gerlach, 
Gabrielle Giffords, Wayne T. Gilchrest, 
Kirsten E. Gillibrand, Paul E. Gillmor, Phil 
Gingrey, Louie Gohmert, Charles A. Gon-
zalez, Virgil H. Goode, Jr., Bob Goodlatte, 
Bart Gordon, Kay Granger, Sam Graves, Al 
Green, Gene Green, Raúl M. Grijalva, Luis V. 
Gutierrez, John J. Hall, Ralph M. Hall, Phil 
Hare, Jane Harman, J. Dennis Hastert, Alcee 
L. Hastings, Doc Hastings, Robin Hayes, 
Dean Heller, Jeb Hensarling, Wally Herger, 
Stephanie Herseth, Brian Higgins, Baron P. 
Hill, Maurice D. Hinchey, Ruben Hinojosa, 
Mazie K. Hirono, David L. Hobson, Paul W. 
Hodes, Peter Hoekstra, Tim Holden, Rush D. 
Holt, Michael M. Honda, Darlene Hooley, 
Steny H. Hoyer, Kenny C. Hulshof, Duncan 
Hunter, Bob Inglis, Jay Inslee, Steve Israel, 
Darrell E. Issa, Jesse L. Jackson, Jr., Sheila 
Jackson-Lee, William J. Jefferson, Bobby 
Jindal, Eddie Bernice Johnson, Henry C. 
‘‘Hank’’ Johnson, Jr., Sam Johnson, Tim-
othy V. Johnson, Stephanie Tubbs Jones, 
Walter B. Jones, Jim Jordan, Steve Kagen, 
Paul E. Kanjorski, Marcy Kaptur, Ric Keller, 
Patrick J. Kennedy, Dale E. Kildee, Carolyn 
C. Kilpatrick, Ron Kind, Peter T. King, 
Steve King, Jack Kingston, Mark Steven 
Kirk, Ron Klein, John Kline, Joe Knollen-
berg, John R. ‘‘Randy’’ Kuhl, Jr., Ray 
LaHood, Doug Lamborn, Nick Lampson, 
James R. Langevin, Tom Lantos, Rick 
Larsen, John B. Larson, Tom Latham, Ste-
ven C. LaTourette, Robert E. Latta, Barbara 
Lee, Sander M. Levin, Jerry Lewis, John 
Lewis, Ron Lewis, John Linder, Daniel Li-
pinski, Frank A. LoBiondo, David Loebsack, 
Zoe Lofgren, Nita M. Lowey, Frank D. 
Lucas, Daniel E. Lungren, Stephen F. Lynch, 
Carolyn McCarthy, Kevin McCarthy, Michael 
T. McCaul, Betty McCollum, Thaddeus G. 
McCotter, Jim McCrery, James P. McGov-
ern, Patrick T. McHenry, John M. McHugh, 
Mike McIntyre, Howard P. ‘‘Buck’’ McKeon, 
Cathy McMorris Rodgers, Jerry McNerney, 
Michael R. McNulty, Connie Mack, Tim 
Mahoney, Carolyn B. Maloney, Donald A. 
Manzullo, Kenny Marchant, Edward J. Mar-
key, Jim Marshall, Jim Matheson, Doris O. 
Matsui, Martin T. Meehan, Kendrick B. 
Meek, Gregory W. Meeks, Charlie Melancon, 
John L. Mica, Michael H. Michaud, Juanita 
Millender-McDonald, Brad Miller, Candice S. 
Miller, Gary G. Miller, Jeff Miller, Harry E. 
Mitchell, Alan B. Mollohan, Dennis Moore, 
Gwen Moore, James P. Moran, Jerry Moran, 
Christopher S. Murphy, Patrick J. Murphy, 
Tim Murphy, John P. Murtha, Marilyn N. 
Musgrave, Sue Wilkins Myrick, Jerrold Nad-
ler, Grace F. Napolitano, Richard E. Neal, 
Randy Neugebauer, Eleanor Holmes Norton, 
Charlie Norwood, Devin Nunes, James L. 
Oberstar, David R. Obey, John W. Olver, Sol-
omon P. Ortiz, Frank Pallone, Jr., Bill 
Pascrell, Jr., Ed Pastor, Ron Paul, Donald M. 
Payne, Stevan Pearce, Nancy Pelosi, Mike 
Pence, Ed Perlmutter, Collin C. Peterson, 
John E. Peterson, Thomas E. Petri, Charles 
W. ‘‘Chip’’ Pickering, Joseph R. Pitts, Todd 
Russell Platts, Ted Poe, Earl Pomeroy, Jon 
C. Porter, David E. Price, Tom Price, Debo-
rah Pryce, Adam H. Putnam, George Radan-
ovich, Nick J. Rahall II, Jim Ramstad, 
Charles B. Rangel, Ralph Regula, Dennis R. 
Rehberg, David G. Reichert, Rick Renzi, 
Silvestre Reyes, Thomas M. Reynolds, Laura 
Richardson, Ciro D. Rodriguez, Harold Rog-
ers, Mike Rogers, Mike Rogers, Dana Rohr-
abacher, Peter J. Roskam, Ileana Ros- 
Lehtinen, Mike Ross, Steven R. Rothman, 
Lucille Roybal-Allard, Edward R. Royce, C. 
A. Dutch Ruppersberger, Bobby L. Rush, 
Paul Ryan, Tim Ryan, John T. Salazar, Bill 
Sali, Linda T. Sánchez, Loretta Sanchez, 
John P. Sarbanes, Jim Saxton, Janice D. 
Schakowsky, Adam B. Schiff, Jean Schmidt, 
Allyson Y. Schwartz, David Scott, Robert C. 
‘‘Bobby’’ Scott, F. James Sensenbrenner, Jr., 

José E. Serrano, Pete Sessions, Joe Sestak, 
John B. Shadegg, Christopher Shays, Carol 
Shea-Porter, Brad Sherman, John Shimkus, 
Heath Shuler, Bill Shuster, Michael K. Simp-
son, Albio Sires, Ike Skelton, Louise 
McIntosh Slaughter, Adam Smith, Adrian 
Smith, Christopher H. Smith, Lamar Smith, 
Vic Snyder, Hilda L. Solis, Mark E. Souder, 
Zachary T. Space, John M. Spratt, Jr., Jack-
ie Speier, Cliff Stearns, Bart Stupak, John 
Sullivan, Betty Sutton, Thomas G. 
Tancredo, John S. Tanner, Ellen O. 
Tauscher, Gene Taylor, Lee Terry, Bennie G. 
Thompson, Mike Thompson, Mac Thorn-
berry, Todd Tiahrt, Patrick J. Tiberi, John 
F. Tierney, Edolphus Towns, Niki Tsongas, 
Michael R. Turner, Mark Udall, Tom Udall, 
Fred Upton, Chris Van Hollen, Nydia M. 
Velázquez, Peter J. Visclosky, Tim Walberg, 
Greg Walden, James T. Walsh, Timothy J. 
Walz, Zach Wamp, Debbie Wasserman 
Schultz, Maxine Waters, Diane E. Watson, 
Melvin L. Watt, Henry A. Waxman, Anthony 
D. Weiner, Peter Welch, Dave Weldon, Jerry 
Weller, Lynn A. Westmoreland, Robert 
Wexler, Ed Whitfield, Roger F. Wicker, 
Charles A. Wilson, Heather Wilson, Joe Wil-
son, Robert J. Wittman, Frank R. Wolf, 
Lynn C. Woolsey, David Wu, Albert Russell 
Wynn, John A. Yarmuth, C. W. Bill Young, 
Don Young. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

5983. A letter from the Comptroller, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting a report 
of a violation of the Antideficiency Act by 
the Department of the Army, Case Number 
05-05, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1517(b); to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

5984. A letter from the Director, Selective 
Service System, transmitting a report of a 
violation of the Antideficiency Act, pursuant 
to 31 U.S.C. 1351; to the Committee on Appro-
priations. 

5985. A letter from the General Deputy As-
sistant Secretary for Community Planning 
and Development, Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, transmitting the 
Department’s second annual Homeless As-
sessment Report; to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. 

5986. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Thrift Supervision, Department of Treasury, 
transmitting a letter on the details of the 
Office’s 2008 compensation plan, pursuant to 
12 U.S.C. 18336; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services. 

5987. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a 
report on transactions involving U.S. exports 
to Turkey pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of the 
Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended; 
to the Committee on Financial Services. 

5988. A letter from the Secretary, Federal 
Trade Commission, transmitting the Thir-
tieth Annual Report to Congress consistent 
with Section 815 of the Fair Debt Collection 
Practices Act, pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 1692m; 
to the Committee on Financial Services. 

5989. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Natural Resources and Environment, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De-
partment’s proposal to accept a 160-acre do-
nation from the Wilderness Land Trust, pur-
suant to 16 U.S.C. 1131-1136; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources. 

5990. A letter from the Certification Offi-
cer, Department of the Interior, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Tribal 
Energy Resource Agreements under the In-
dian Tribal Energy Development and Self- 
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Determination Act (RIN: 1076-AE80) received 
March 13, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

5991. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Administrator for Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the 2007 report on the Apportion-
ment of Membership on the Regional Fishery 
Management Councils pursuant to section 
302(b) of the Magnuson Stevens Fishery Con-
servation and Management Act; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources. 

5992. A letter from the Director, Adminis-
trative Office of the United States Courts, 
transmitting the third annual report to Con-
gress on victims’ rights, pursuant to 18 
U.S.C. 3771; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

5993. A letter from the Staff Director, Com-
mission on Civil Rights, transmitting notifi-
cation that the Commission recently ap-
pointed members to the Texas Advisory 
Committee; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

5994. A letter from the Staff Director, Com-
mission on Civil Rights, transmitting notifi-
cation that the Commission recently ap-
pointed members to the Vermont Advisory 
Committee; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

5995. A letter from the Staff Director, Com-
mission on Civil Rights, transmitting notifi-
cation that the Commission recently ap-
pointed members to the Rhode Island Advi-
sory Committee; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

5996. A letter from the Staff Director, Com-
mission on Civil Rights, transmitting notifi-
cation that the Commission recently ap-
pointed members to the New Jersey Advisory 
Committee; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

5997. A letter from the Staff Director, Com-
mission on Civil Rights, transmitting notifi-
cation that the Commission recently ap-
pointed members to the Ohio Advisory Com-
mittee; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

5998. A letter from the Director, Bureau of 
Justice Assistance, Department of Justice, 
transmitting the annual report of the Office 
of Justice Programs’ Bureau of Justice As-
sistance for Fiscal Year 2005, pursuant to 42 
U.S.C. 3712(b); to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

5999. A letter from the Secretary, Judicial 
Conference of the United States, transmit-
ting a copy of the proposed ‘‘Federal Courts 
Jurisdiction and Venue Clarification Act of 
2008’’; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

6000. A letter from the Secretary, Judicial 
Conference of the United States, transmit-
ting a copy of two court improvement pro-
posals adopted in September 2007; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

6001. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Boeing Model 707 Airplanes and 
Model 720 and 720B Series Airplanes [Docket 
No. FAA-2007-28828; Directorate Identifier 
2007-NM-010-AD; Amendment 39-15258; AD 
2007-23-12] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 3, 
2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

6002. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Learjet Model 45 Airplanes 
[Docket No. FAA-2006-25174; Directorate 
Identifier 2005-NM-007-AD; Amendment 39- 
15328; AD 2008-01-03] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
April 3, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

6003. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 

the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Empresa Brasileira de 
Aeronautica S.A. (EMBRAER) Model ERJ 
170 and ERJ 190 Airplanes [Docket No. FAA- 
2007-0082; Directorate Identifier 2007-NM-219- 
AD; Amendment 39-15332; AD 2008-02-02] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received April 3, 2008, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6004. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; BAE Systems (Operations) Lim-
ited Model BAE 146 and Avro 146-RJ Air-
planes [Docket No. FAA-2007-0044; Direc-
torate Identifier 2007-NM-126-AD; Amend-
ment 39-15320; AD 2007-26-18] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 3, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

6005. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; EMBRAER Model EMB-135BJ 
Airplanes [Docket No. FAA-2007-0129; Direc-
torate Identifier 2007-NM-099-AD; Amend-
ment 39-15331; AD 2008-02-01] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 3, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

6006. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Model A310 Series Air-
planes [Docket No. FAA-2007-0171; Direc-
torate Identifier 2007-NM-220-AD; Amend-
ment 39-15330; AD 2008-01-05] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 3, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

6007. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; EMBRAER Model EMB-120, 
-120ER, -120FC, -120QC, and -120RT Airplanes 
[Docket No. FAA-2007-28855; Directorate 
Identifier 2007-NM-098-AD; Amendment 39- 
15323; AD 2007-26-21] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
April 3, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

6008. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Pilatus Aircraft Limited Model 
PC-12, PC-12/45, and PC-12/47 Airplanes 
[Docket No. FAA-2007-0116 Directorate Iden-
tifier 2007-CE-082-AD; Amendment 39-15333; 
AD 2008-02-03] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 
3, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

6009. A letter from the Chairman, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — DECISION SIM-
PLIFIED STANDARDS FOR RAIL RATE 
CASES [STB Ex Parte No. 646 (Sub-No. 1)] 
received March 27, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

6010. A letter from the Chairman, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — DECISION METH-
ODOLOGY TO BE EMPLOYED IN DETER-
MINING THE RAILROAD INDUSTRY’S 
COST OF CAPITAL [STB Ex Parte No. 664] 
received March 27, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

6011. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Saint Law-
rence Seaway Development Corporation Sea-
way Regulations and Rules: Periodic Update, 
Various Categories [Docket No. SLSDC 2007- 
0005] (RIN: 2135-AA27) received February 21, 
2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

6012. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Eclipse Aviation Corporation 
Model EA500 Airplanes [Docket No. FAA- 
2007-29316; Directorate Identifier 2007-CE-078- 
AD; Amendment 39-15334; AD 2008-02-04] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received April 3, 2008, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6013. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; GARMIN International GSM 85 
Servo Gearbox Units [Docket No. FAA-2007- 
28730; Directorate Identifier 2007-CE-063-AD; 
Amendment 39-15336; AD 2008-02-06] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received April 3, 2008, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6014. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Boeing Model 777-200 and -300 Se-
ries Airplanes Equipped with Rolls-Royce 
RB211-TRENT 800 Series Engines [Docket 
No. FAA-2006-25609; Directorate Identifier 
2005-NM-263-AD; Amendment 39-15335; AD 
2008-02-05] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 3, 
2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

6015. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Model A300 Airplanes; and 
Model A300 B4-600, B4-600R, and F4-600R Se-
ries Airplanes, and Model C4-605R Variant F 
Airplanes (Collectively Called A300-600 Series 
Airplanes) [Docket No. FAA-2007-27926; Di-
rectorate Identifier 2006-NM-050-AD; Amend-
ment 39-15316; AD 2007-26-14] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 3, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

6016. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; General Electric Company CF6- 
50, -80A1/A3, and -80C2A Series Turbofan En-
gines [Docket No. FAA-2007-0053; Directorate 
Identifier 98-ANE-54-AD; Amendment 39- 
15347; AD 2008-02-17] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
April 3, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

6017. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Boeing Model 767-200 and 767-300 
Series Airplanes [Docket No. FAA-2007-28375; 
Directorate Identifier 2007-NM-015-AD; 
Amendment 39-15346; AD 2008-02-16] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received April 3, 2008, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6018. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Model A319 and A320 Se-
ries Airplanes [Docket No. FAA-2007-29170; 
Directorate Identifier 2007-NM-075-AD; 
Amendment 39-15345; AD 2008-02-15] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received April 3, 2008, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6019. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Cessna Aircraft Company 172 and 
182 Series Airplanes [Docket No. FAA-2007- 
29317; Directorate Identifier 2007-CE-079-AD; 
Amendment 39-15348; AD 2008-02-18] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received April 3, 2008, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6020. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
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the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; McDonnell Douglas Model 717-200 
Airplanes [Docket No. FAA-2007-29329; Direc-
torate Identifier 2007-NM-205-AD; Amend-
ment 39-15342; AD 2008-02-12] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 3, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

6021. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Boeing Model 727 Airplanes 
[Docket No. FAA-2007-28884; Directorate 
Identifier 2007-NM-116-AD; Amendment 39- 
15343; AD 2008-02-13] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
April 3, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

6022. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Boeing Model 747-400, -400D, and 
-400F Series Airplanes; Boeing Model 757 Air-
planes; and Boeing Model 767 Airplanes 
[Docket No. FAA-2007-28973; Directorate 
Identifier 2007-NM-118-AD; Amendment 39- 
15344; AD 2008-02-14] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
April 3, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

6023. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Aircraft Industries, a.s. (Type 
Certificate No. G24EU formerly held by 
LETECKE ZAVODY a.s. and LET Aero-
nautical Works) Model L-13 Blanik Gliders 
[Docket No. FAA-2007-28980 Directorate Iden-
tifier 2007-CE-071-AD; Amendment 39-15282; 
AD 2007-25-01] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 
1, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

6024. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; McDonnell Douglas Model MD-11, 
MD-11F, DC-10-30 and DC-10-30F (KC-10A and 
KDC-10), DC-10-40, DC-10-40F, and MD-10-30F 
Airplanes [Docket No. FAA-2007-28351; Direc-
torate Identifier 2007-NM-074-AD; Amend-
ment 39-15192; AD 2007-19-02] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 1, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

6025. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Model A330 Airplanes 
[Docket No. FAA-2007-0269; Directorate Iden-
tifier 2007-NM-158-AD; Amendment 39-15287; 
AD 2007-25-05] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 
1, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

6026. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Fokker Model F27 Mark 050 Air-
planes [Docket No. FAA-2007-0268; Direc-
torate Identifier 2007-NM-129-AD; Amend-
ment 39-15286; AD 2007-25-04] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 1, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

6027. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Augusta S.p.A. Model AB139 and 
AW139 Helicopters [Docket No. FAA-2007- 
0285; Directorate Identifier 2007-SW-15-AD; 
Amendment 39-15296; AD 2007-25-14] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received April 1, 2008, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6028. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 

Directives; Boeing Model 747-400 and 747-400D 
Series Airplanes [Docket No. FAA-2007-0301; 
Directorate Identifier 2007-NM-069-AD; 
Amendment 39-15300; AD 2007-25-18] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received April 1, 2008, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6029. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Bell Helicopter Textron Canada 
Limited Model 206A and 206B Helicopters 
[Docket No. FAA-2007-28690; Directorate 
Identifier 2006-SW-21-AD; Amendment 39- 
15289; AD 2007-25-07] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
April 1, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

6030. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Eurocopter France Model SA-365 
N1, AS-365N2, AS 365 N3, SA-366G1, EC 155B, 
and EC155B1 Helicopters [Docket No. FAA- 
2007-28448; Directorate Identifier 2006-SW-24- 
AD; Amendment 39-15290; AD 2007-25-08] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received April 1, 2008, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6031. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Boeing Model 747-400 Series Air-
planes [Docket No. FAA-2007-0302; Direc-
torate Identifier 2007-NM-161-AD; Amend-
ment 39-15301; AD 2007-25-19] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 1, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

6032. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Model A300 Series Air-
planes and Model A300-600 Series Airplanes 
[Docket No. FAA-2007-27257; Directorate 
Identifier 2006-NM-131-AD; Amendment 39- 
15297; AD 2007-25-15] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
April 1, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

6033. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Model A310 Series Air-
planes [Docket No. FAA-2007-28996; Direc-
torate Identifier 2006-NM-217-AD; Amend-
ment 39-15283; AD 2007-25-02] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 1, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

6034. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Boeing Model 737-600, -700, -700C, 
-800, and -900 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 
FAA-2007-29031; Directorate Identifier 2007- 
NM-130-AD; Amendment 39-15284; AD 2007-25- 
03] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 1, 2008, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

6035. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Model A300 Series Air-
planes, Model A300-600 Series Airplanes, and 
Model A310 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 
FAA-2007-27982; Directorate Identifier 2007- 
NM-009-AD; Amendment 39-15288; AD 2007-25- 
06] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 1, 2008, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

6036. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Model A310 Airplanes 
[Docket No. FAA-2007-29117; Directorate 

Identifier 2007-NM-114-AD; Amendment 39- 
15291; AD 2007-25-09] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
April 1, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

6037. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Dassault Model Mystere-Falcom 
50, Mystere-Falcom 900, Falcon 900EX, 
Falcom 2000, and Falcome 2000EX Airplanes 
[Docket No. FAA-2007-29175; Directorate 
Identifier 2007-NM-134-AD; Amendment 39- 
15292; AD 2007-25-10] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
April 1, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

6038. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Fokker Model F.28 Mark 0070 and 
0100 Airplanes [Docket No. FAA-2007-29256; 
Directorate Identifier 2007-NM-137-AD; 
Amendment 39-15293; AD 2007-25-11] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received April 1, 2008, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6039. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Model A318, A319, A320, 
and A321 Series Airplanes [Docket No. FAA- 
2007-29249; Directorate Identifier 2007-NM-112- 
AD; Amendment 39-15294; AD 2007-25-12] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received April 1, 2008, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

6040. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Boeing Model 767-300F Series Air-
planes [Docket No. FAA-2007-28943; Direc-
torate Identifier 2007-NM-011-AD; Amend-
ment 39-15295; AD 2007-25-13] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 1, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

6041. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; McDonnell Douglas Model DC-9- 
81 (MD-81) and DC-9-82 (MD-82) Airplanes 
[Docket No. FAA-2007-29226; Directorate 
Identifier 2006-NM-256-AD; Amendment 39- 
15298; AD 2007-25-16] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
April 1, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

6042. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Boeing Model 747-100, 747-100B, 
747-100B SUD, 747-200B, 747-200C, 747-200F, 747- 
300, 747SR, and 747SP Series Airplanes [Dock-
et No. FAA-2007-28620; Directorate Identifier 
2007-NM-090-AD; Amendment 39-15299; AD 
2007-25-17] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 1, 
2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

6043. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; McDonnell Douglas Model DC-10- 
10, DC-10-10F, DC-10-15, DC-10-30 and DC-10- 
30F (KC-10A and KDC-10) Airplanes; Model 
DC-10-40 and DC-10-40F Airplanes; and Model 
MD-11 and MD-11F Airplanes [Docket No. 
FAA-2005-21470; Directorate Identifier 2003- 
NM-45-AD; Amendment 39-15302; AD 2007-25- 
20] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 1, 2008, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

6044. A letter from the Board of Trustees, 
Federal Old-Age And Survivors Insurance 
And Federal Disability Insurance Trust 
Funds, transmitting the 2008 Annual Report 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 02:23 Apr 11, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00056 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\L10AP7.000 H10APPT1w
w

oo
ds

2 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

68
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2223 April 10, 2008 
of the Board of Trustees of the Federal Old- 
Age and Survivors Insurance and the Federal 
Disability Insurance Trust Funds, pursuant 
to 42 U.S.C. 401(c)(2), 1395i(b)(2), and 
1395t(b)(2); (H. Doc. No. 100–104); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and ordered to be 
printed. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered tot he Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts: Committee 
on Financial Services. H.R. 2634. A bill to 
provide for greater responsibility in lending 
and expanded cancellation of debts owed to 
the United States and the international fi-
nancial institutions by low-income coun-
tries, and for other purposes; with an amend-
ment (Rept. 110–575). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. GORDON: Committee on Science and 
Technology. H.R. 5161. A bill to provide for 
the establishment of Green Transportation 
Infrastructure Research and Technology 
Transfer Centers, and for other purpose; with 
an amendment (Rept. 110–576 Pt. 1). Ordered 
to be printed. 

Mr. CONYERS: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H.R. 1777. A bill to amend the Improving 
America’s Schools Act of 1994 to make per-
manent the favorable treatment of need- 
based educational aid under the antitrust 
laws (Rept. 110–577). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House of the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. WAXMAN: Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. H.R. 4881. A bill to 
prohibit the awarding of a contract or grant 
in excess of the simplified acquisition 
threshold unless the prospective contractor 
or grantee certifies in writing to the agency 
awarding the contract or grant that the con-
tractor or grantee has no seriously delin-
quent tax debts, and for other purposes; with 
an amendment (Rept. 110–578). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts: Committee 
on Financial Services. H.R. 3965. A bill to ex-
tend the Mark-to-Market program of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 110–579). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. KIND (for himself, Mr. 
RAMSTAD, Mr. COOPER, Mr. GIL-
CHREST, Ms. BEAN, Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado, and Mr. WALZ of Minnesota): 

H.R. 5755. A bill to establish the Bipartisan 
Earmark Reform Commission; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form, and in addition to the Committee on 
Rules, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. KIND (for himself and Mr. 
GILCHREST): 

H.R. 5756. A bill to reauthorize the 
Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation 
Act; to the Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. DEAL of Georgia (for himself, 
Mr. BURGESS, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. 

SHADEGG, Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr. TERRY, 
Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. WESTMORE-
LAND, Mr. UPTON, and Mr. GINGREY): 

H.R. 5757. A bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to require asset 
verification through access to information 
held by financial institutions, to reduce 
fraud and abuse in State Medicaid programs, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Ms. LEE: 
H.R. 5758. A bill to prohibit authorized 

lenders of home equity conversion mortgages 
from requiring seniors to purchase an annu-
ity with the proceeds of a reverse mortgage, 
and to provide other consumer protections to 
reverse mortgage borrowers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

By Mr. BROUN of Georgia (for himself, 
Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. WESTMORELAND, 
Mrs. DRAKE, Mr. BARTLETT of Mary-
land, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. AKIN, Mrs. 
MUSGRAVE, Mr. PITTS, Mr. GOODE, 
Mr. DAVID DAVIS of Tennessee, Mr. 
WALBERG, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. 
MARCHANT, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. 
FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. PRICE of 
Georgia, Mr. GINGREY, Mr. DEAL of 
Georgia, Mr. LINDER, Mr. KINGSTON, 
Mr. WAMP, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. COBLE, 
Ms. FOXX, Mr. POE, and Mrs. 
MYRICK): 

H.R. 5759. A bill to amend title 4, United 
States Code, to declare English as the na-
tional language of the Government of the 
United States, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida (for herself, Mr. POE, Mr. CHABOT, 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER, and Mr. 
LAMPSON): 

H.R. 5760. A bill to reauthorize the Adam 
Walsh Child Protection and Safety Act of 
2006, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CASTLE (for himself and Mr. 
DENT): 

H.R. 5761. A bill to withhold Federal finan-
cial assistance from each country that de-
nies or unreasonably delays the acceptance 
of nationals of such country who have been 
ordered removed from the United States and 
to prohibit the issuance of visas to nationals 
of such country; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs, and in addition to the Commit-
tees on the Judiciary, and Rules, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Ms. DELAURO (for herself, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. WAXMAN, Ms. SUT-
TON, Mr. ROTHMAN, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mr. FARR, Mr. MCGOVERN, 
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, and Mr. WELCH of 
Vermont): 

H.R. 5762. A bill to prohibit the use of non-
ambulatory livestock for human food and to 
require the Secretary of Agriculture to pub-
lish the names of retailers and school dis-
tricts that have purchased meat, poultry, or 
egg products subject to voluntary recall; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. ELLISON (for himself, Mr. 
RAMSTAD, Mr. OBERSTAR, and Mr. 
WALZ of Minnesota): 

H.R. 5763. A bill to temporarily delay appli-
cation of proposed changes to the Depart-
mental Appeals Board within the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in 
addition to the Committees on Ways and 
Means, and Education and Labor, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. EMANUEL (for himself and Mr. 
RAMSTAD): 

H.R. 5764. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a continuous levy 
on payments to Medicaid providers and sup-
pliers; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. ESHOO (for herself, Mr. PICK-
ERING, Mr. TANNER, Mr. HULSHOF, Mr. 
STUPAK, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. CAMP of 
Michigan, and Mr. LINDER): 

H.R. 5765. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to cover remote patient 
management services for certain chronic 
health conditions under the Medicare Pro-
gram; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, and in addition to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. ETHERIDGE (for himself, Mr. 
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mrs. 
MCCARTHY of New York, Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. COHEN, Mrs. JONES 
of Ohio, Mr. HARE, Ms. JACKSON-LEE 
of Texas, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. 
CLARKE, Mr. MILLER of North Caro-
lina, Mrs. CAPPS, and Mr. HONDA): 

H.R. 5766. A bill to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to establish in the De-
partment of Homeland Security the Office of 
National School Preparedness and Response, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security, and in addition to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts (for 
himself and Mr. PAUL): 

H.R. 5767. A bill to prohibit the Secretary 
of the Treasury and the Board of Governors 
of the Federal Reserve System from pro-
posing, prescribing, or implementing any 
regulation under subchapter IV of chapter 53 
of title 31, United States Code, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN: 
H.R. 5768. A bill to amend the Commodity 

Exchange Act to provide the Commodity Fu-
tures Trading Commission authority over 
off-exchange retail foreign currency trans-
actions, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, and in addition to the 
Committee on Financial Services, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. GINGREY (for himself, Mr. 
ADERHOLT, Mr. AKIN, Mrs. BACHMANN, 
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. BILI-
RAKIS, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. BROUN of 
Georgia, Mr. CAMPBELL of California, 
Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, 
Mrs. DRAKE, Mr. FEENEY, Mr. 
FORTENBERRY, Ms. FOXX, Mr. 
GOHMERT, Mr. GOODE, Mr. HALL of 
Texas, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. KING-
STON, Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. 
LINDER, Mr. MCCOTTER, Ms. MOORE of 
Wisconsin, Mr. PITTS, Mr. PRICE of 
Georgia, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. ROSKAM, 
Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, 
Mr. WESTMORELAND, and Mr. YOUNG 
of Alaska): 

H.R. 5769. A bill to direct the Federal Trade 
Commission to revise the Telemarketing 
Sales Rule to explicitly prohibit the sending 
of a text message containing an unsolicited 
advertisement to a cellular telephone num-
ber listed on the national do-not-call reg-
istry; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 
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By Mr. HALL of New York (for himself, 

Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of 
California, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, and 
Ms. LEE): 

H.R. 5770. A bill to provide for a study by 
the National Academy of Sciences of poten-
tial impacts of climate change on water re-
sources and water quality; to the Committee 
on Science and Technology, and in addition 
to the Committees on Natural Resources, 
and Transportation and Infrastructure, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. MCCAUL of Texas (for himself, 
Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. BROUN of Geor-
gia, Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida, Mr. CAMPBELL of California, Mr. 
FLAKE, Mr. FEENEY, Mr. GALLEGLY, 
Mr. GINGREY, Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. 
ISSA, Mr. JONES of North Carolina, 
Mr. KIRK, Mr. KLINE of Minnesota, 
Mr. LATTA, Mr. MCCOTTER, Mrs. 
MYRICK, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr. 
WALBERG, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. SALI, Mr. 
REICHERT, Ms. FOXX, Mr. POE, and 
Mr. MACK): 

H.R. 5771. A bill to prohibit the use of Fed-
eral funds for a project or program named for 
an individual then serving as a Member, Del-
egate, Resident Commissioner, or Senator of 
the United States Congress; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form. 

By Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut (for 
himself and Mrs. BIGGERT): 

H.R. 5772. A bill to amend section 811 of the 
Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable 
Housing Act to improve the program under 
such section for supportive housing for per-
sons with disabilities; to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

By Ms. NORTON (for herself and Mr. 
CLAY): 

H.R. 5773. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to enter into a long-term 
ground lease for the operation and mainte-
nance of Rock Creek, Langston, and East Po-
tomac as golf courses, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources. 

By Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-
fornia (for herself, Ms. DELAURO, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia, Mrs. MALONEY of New York, 
Mr. PAYNE, Ms. SUTTON, Mr. TOWNS, 
Ms. WATSON, and Mr. WELCH of 
Vermont): 

H.R. 5774. A bill to provide effective em-
ployment, training, and career and technical 
education programs and to address barriers 
that result from family responsibilities, and 
to encourage and support individuals to 
enter nontraditional occupational fields; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. SESSIONS (for himself, Mr. 
BROUN of Georgia, Mr. BARTLETT of 
Maryland, Mr. KING of Iowa, Ms. 
FALLIN, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. CAMPBELL 
of California, Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. 
KLINE of Minnesota, Mr. ISSA, Mr. 
LAMBORN, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. STEARNS, 
Mr. SOUDER, and Mr. FLAKE): 

H.R. 5775. A bill to amend the Labor-Man-
agement Reporting and Disclosure Act to 
provide for specified civil penalties for viola-
tions of that Act, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. SHADEGG (for himself, Mr. 
FEENEY, Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. BROUN of 
Georgia, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Mr. WEST-
MORELAND, Mr. GOODE, Mr. BARTLETT 
of Maryland, Mr. GOHMERT, Mrs. 
BLACKBURN, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, 
Mr. AKIN, Mr. CAMPBELL of Cali-
fornia, Mr. PITTS, Mr. PRICE of Geor-

gia, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, and Mr. 
HOEKSTRA): 

H.R. 5776. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exclude from gross in-
come certain distributions from qualified re-
tirement plans used for mortgage payments; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. TANCREDO: 
H.R. 5777. A bill to impose certain restric-

tions on trade with and investment in the 
People’s Republic of China, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means, and in addition to the Committees on 
Foreign Affairs, the Judiciary, and Financial 
Services, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. VAN HOLLEN (for himself and 
Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia): 

H.R. 5778. A bill to preserve the independ-
ence of the District of Columbia Water and 
Sewer Authority; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform. 

By Mr. WEXLER: 
H.R. 5779. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to impose a tax on the 
amount of wages in excess of the contribu-
tion and benefit base, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico (for 
herself, Mr. ETHERIDGE, and Mr. 
UDALL of New Mexico): 

H.R. 5780. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for coverage 
of clinical pharmacist practitioner services 
under part B of the Medicare Program; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
and in addition to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. COURTNEY (for himself and 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California): 

H. Res. 1097. A resolution expressing sup-
port for the designation of the month of 
April 2008, as National Child Abuse Preven-
tion Month to provide attention to the trag-
ic circumstances that face some of our Na-
tion’s children on a daily basis and to under-
score our commitment to preventing child 
abuse and neglect so that all children can 
live in safety and security; to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. FILNER (for himself and Mr. 
BILIRAKIS): 

H. Res. 1098. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of the Year of the American 
Veteran; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. 

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas (for herself and Ms. JACKSON- 
LEE of Texas): 

H. Res. 1099. A resolution honoring the life 
of Arbella Perkins Ewings; to the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform. 

By Mr. LOEBSACK (for himself, Mr. 
BOSWELL, Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. 
LATHAM, and Mr. KING of Iowa): 

H. Res. 1100. A resolution congratulating 
the University of Iowa Hawkeyes Wrestling 
Team on Winning the 2008 NCAA Division I 
National Wrestling Championships; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Ms. NORTON: 
H. Res. 1101. A resolution honoring and 

commending The George Washington Univer-
sity in Washington, D.C., for hosting the 2008 
Science Olympiad National Tournament; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 81: Mr. SALI. 
H.R. 303: Ms. TSONGAS. 
H.R. 333: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. VAN 

HOLLEN, and Mr. TERRY. 
H.R. 406: Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. GINGREY, Mrs. 

MUSGRAVE, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. RADANO-
VICH, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. 
HERGER, and Mr. PICKERING. 

H.R. 552: Mr. NADLER, Mr. ALEXANDER, and 
Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. 

H.R. 616: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 
H.R. 618: Mr. PETRI. 
H.R. 768: Mr. PITTS. 
H.R. 769: Mr. LINDER. 
H.R. 821: Mr. WU. 
H.R. 1108: Mr. YARMUTH and Mr. DREIER. 
H.R. 1117: Ms. BALDWIN. 
H.R. 1223: Mr. TERRY. 
H.R. 1232: Mr. HONDA. 
H.R. 1256: Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 
H.R. 1343: Mr. COSTA. 
H.R. 1363: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. 
H.R. 1395: Mr. LAMPSON. 
H.R. 1440: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 1552: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. 
H.R. 1584: Mr. HARE. 
H.R. 1589: Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. 

UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. 
DAVID DAVIS of Tennessee, and Ms. HARMAN. 

H.R. 1609: Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. ISSA, Mr. 
MILLER of Florida, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Ms. 
GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida, and Mr. 
MEEKS of New York. 

H.R. 1610: Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. BILIRAKIS, and 
Mr. DAVIS of Alabama. 

H.R. 1621: Mrs. CAPPS. 
H.R. 1643: Mr. RAMSTAD and Mr. WALZ of 

Minnesota. 
H.R. 1738: Mrs. BOYDA of Kansas. 
H.R. 1767: Mr. CUELLAR and Mr. KIRK. 
H.R. 1829: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN and Mr. 

YOUNG of Florida. 
H.R. 1927: Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. 

VAN HOLLEN, Mr. BLUMENAUER, and Mr. WIL-
SON of South Carolina. 

H.R. 2091: Mr. PASTOR, Mr. DAVIS of Illi-
nois, and Ms. BALDWIN. 

H.R. 2138: Mr. KENNEDY and Ms. BALDWIN. 
H.R. 2221: Ms. TSONGAS. 
H.R. 2280: Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 2352: Ms. HARMAN. 
H.R. 2353: Mr. HINCHEY. 
H.R. 2357: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia and Mr. 

CUMMINGS. 
H.R. 2370: Mr. BACHUS, Mr. GOODLATTE, and 

Mr. HARE. 
H.R. 2593: Ms. WATERS. 
H.R. 2609: Mr. LOEBSACK. 
H.R. 2634: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 
H.R. 2702: Mr. PASCRELL. 
H.R. 2712: Mr. YOUNG of Florida. 
H.R. 2734: Mr. UPTON, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. 

LATTA, Mr. TIBERI, and Mr. ROGERS of Ken-
tucky. 

H.R. 2860: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. 
H.R. 2864: Mr. ROTHMAN. 
H.R. 2897: Mr. PAYNE, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, 

Mr. PAUL, and Mr. TOWNS. 
H.R. 2923: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. 
H.R. 2941: Ms. BERKLEY. 
H.R. 3036: Mr. OLVER. 
H.R. 3047: Mr. KUHL of New York. 
H.R. 3054: Ms. LEE and Mr. RANGEL. 
H.R. 3212: Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 3229: Mr. BACA, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. 

GUTIERREZ, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. KUCINICH, Mrs. 
MALONEY of New York, Mr. GEORGE MILLER 
of California, Mr. REYES, Ms. ROYBAL-AL-
LARD, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, and Mr. WEINER. 

H.R. 3232: Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. ROGERS of 
Kentucky, Ms. TSONGAS, and Mr. BOUCHER. 

H.R. 3234: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. 
BURGESS, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr. 
CONAWAY, Mr. AKIN, Mrs. DRAKE, Mr. ROYCE, 
and Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 3363: Mr. HONDA. 
H.R. 3368: Mr. RANGEL and Mr. STUPAK. 
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H.R. 3391: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. 
H.R. 3404: Mr. BUTTERFIELD. 
H.R. 3700: Mr. KENNEDY. 
H.R. 3769: Mr. HOLDEN. 
H.R. 3817: Mr. LATHAM. 
H.R. 3886: Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 3934: Mr. MEEK of Florida and Ms. 

CLARKE. 
H.R. 3968: Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. 
H.R. 4105: Mr. CAMPBELL of California, Ms. 

ZOE LOFGREN of California, and Mr. SES-
SIONS. 

H.R. 4133: Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 4138: Mr. ELLISON. 
H.R. 4296: Mr. JONES of North Carolina. 
H.R. 4310: Mr. STARK. 
H.R. 4318: Mr. BOOZMAN. 
H.R. 4335: Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 4449: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. 

WAMP, and Mr. DELAHUNT. 
H.R. 4460: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 4464: Mr. MCCARTHY of California. 
H.R. 4611: Ms. DEGETTE. 
H.R. 4688: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. 
H.R. 4833: Mr. UDALL of Colorado. 
H.R. 4883: Ms. SUTTON, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. 

HALL of New York, Ms. LEE, and Mr. WALZ of 
Minnesota. 

H.R. 4884: Ms. SUTTON, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. 
HALL of New York, Ms. LEE, and Mr. WALZ of 
Minnesota. 

H.R. 4926: Mr. PASCRELL. 
H.R. 4927: Mr. SALAZAR and Ms. DEGETTE. 
H.R. 4930: Mr. WITTMAN of Virginia and Mr. 

BILIRAKIS. 
H.R. 5057: Ms. BERKLEY. 
H.R. 5058: Mrs. LOWEY. 
H.R. 5131: Mr. CARTER, Mr. MAHONEY of 

Florida, and Mr. HUNTER. 
H.R. 5180: Ms. BERKLEY. 
H.R. 5233: Mr. PITTS. 
H.R. 5268: Mr. SPACE, Mr. FILNER, and Mr. 

CHANDLER. 
H.R. 5315: Mr. PASTOR. 
H.R. 5405: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-

ida. 
H.R. 5426: Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, 

Mr. MORAN of Kansas, and Mr. THOMPSON of 
Mississippi. 

H.R. 5440: Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia, Mr. FERGUSON, and Mr. CONAWAY. 

H.R. 5447: Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. ETHERIDGE, 
Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. SARBANES, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, and Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of 
California. 

H.R. 5448: Mrs. BOYDA of Kansas, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. BURGESS, Mr. HILL, Mr. PATRICK 
MURPHY of Pennsylvania, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN 
and Mr. HAYS. 

H.R. 5450: Mr. CARNEY and Mr. PORTER. 
H.R. 5477: Mr. NUNES, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 

DREIER, Mr. STARK, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of 
California, Mr. BILBRAY, and Mr. HUNTER. 

H.R. 5488: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. BLUMENAUER, and Mr. 
DAVIS of Illinois. 

H.R. 5498: Ms. BERKLEY. 
H.R. 5515: Mr. MANZULLO. 
H.R. 5519: Mr. MCHUGH. 
H.R. 5524: Mr. SHAYS, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Mrs. 

CAPITO, Mr. PUTNAM, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. SCOTT 
of Virginia, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. JACKSON-LEE 
of Texas, Mr. WAXMAN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
ELLISON, and Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. 

H.R. 5534: Ms. BERKLEY and Mrs. DAVIS of 
California. 

H.R. 5540: Mrs. DRAKE. 
H.R. 5542: Mr. SHADEGG. 
H.R. 5545: Mr. BRADY of Texas. 
H.R. 5546: Mr. SHULER and Mr. WHITFIELD. 

of Kentucky. 
H.R. 5567: Mr. MCCOTTER. 
H.R. 5590: Mr. MCNULTY. 
H.R. 5595: Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. OBERSTAR, 

Mr. ALTMIRE, Mr. BERRY, Mr. HOLT, Mr. 
CAPUANO, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. 
MOORE of Kansas, Mr. TAYLOR, Ms. HARMAN, 
and Mr. WELCH of Vermont. 

H.R. 5602: Ms. KILPATRICK. 
H.R. 5604: Mr. ARCURI and Mr. MOORE of 

Kansas. 
H.R. 5609: Mr. HARE. 
H.R. 5611: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. 

CARNAHAN, and Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 5613: Ms. SCHWARTZ, Ms. PRYCE of 

Ohio, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. BARROW, 
Mr. HODES, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. MURPHY of 
Connecticut, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mrs. 
DRAKE, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. SHAYS, Ms. 
WATERS. 

H.R. 5636: Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 5641: Mr. KIRK. 
H.R. 5643: Mr. PAUL and Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 

JOHNSON of Texas. 
H.R. 5656: Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. TERRY, Mr. PE-

TERSON of Pennsylvania, and Mr. BLUNT. 
H.R. 5668: Mr. BILIRAKIS. 
H.R. 5674: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-

ida. 
H.R. 5684: Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. CUELLAR, and 

Mr. BOSWELL. 
H.R. 5686: Mr. WOLF, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of 

California, and Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 5696: Mrs. CUBIN. 
H.R. 5697: Ms. SUTTON, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 

MICHAUD, Ms. CLARKE, and Mr. CAPUANO. 
H.R. 5711: Mr. KING of New York. 
H.R. 5715: Mr. DAVID DAVIS of Tennessee, 

Mr. KELLER, Mr. OLVER, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
ELLISON, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. KILDEE, 
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Ms. CLARKE, 
Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of California, Mr. 
FORTUÑO, and Mr. KUCINICH. 

H.R. 5723: Mr. SESTAK, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. 
GORDON, Mr. THORNBERRY, and Mr. AL GREEN 
of Texas. 

H.R. 5739: Mr. PAYNE. 
H.R. 5740: Mr. KIRK, Mr. CAMP of Michigan, 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ- 
BALART of Florida, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. TIAHRT, 
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. ISRAEL, and Ms. BALDWIN. 

H.R. 5750: Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 
H.R. 5752: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. DUNCAN, and 

Mr. STEARNS. 
H. Con. Res. 163: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, 

and Mr. TANCREDO. 
H. Con. Res. 315: Mr. SHAYS, Mrs. 

MCMORRIS RODGERS, and Mr. MICA. 
H. Con. Res. 317: Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. GEORGE 

MILLER of California, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, 
Mr. SCHIFF, Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. 
WATERS, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. DOGGETT, Ms. 
WATSON, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. ISRAEL, 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. BAIRD, 
Ms. NORTON, Mr. INSLEE, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, 
Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. SOUDER, and Mrs. 
DAVIS of California. 

H. Con. Res. 318: Mr. MILLER of North Caro-
lina, and Mr. JEFFERSON. 

H. Con. Res. 322: Mr. GORDON, Ms. FOXX, 
Mr. MAHONEY of Florida, Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. 
SAXTON, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. HONDA, Mr. WYNN, 
Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. PASCRELL, Mrs. CUBIN, 
Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. CROWLEY, 
Mr. HODES, Mr. KIRK, Mr. COBLE, Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. FRANKS of Ari-
zona, Mr. SIRES, Ms. SUTTON, Mr. DONNELLY, 
Ms. FALLIN, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. 
BOSWELL, Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Mr. BAR-
RETT of South Carolina, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. MATHESON, Mr. 
CALVERT, and Mr. ANDREWS. 

H. Res. 102: Mr. WALBERG. 
H. Res. 111: Mr. SALI. 
H. Res. 248: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
H. Res. 373: Ms. SOLIS. 
H. Res. 424: Mr. SPACE. 
H. Res. 834: Mr. HODES. 
H. Res. 858: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota and 

Mr. CAMP of Michigan. 
H.. Res. 896: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas and 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

H. Res. 925: Mr. SOUDER. 
H. Res. 939: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
H. Res. 987: Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota, 

Mr. ARCURI, Mr. MARSHALL, Mr. KUCINICH, 
Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida, Mr. DON-
NELLY, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. WU, Mr. THOMPSON 
of Mississippi, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. CARNEY, 
Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. HOLT, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
Mr. ELLSWORTH, Mr. BERRY, Ms. MATSUI, Mr. 
WALZ of Minnesota, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of 
California, Mr. WELCH of Vermont, Mr. 
RODRIGUEZ, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. 
MEEKS of New York, Mr. ALTMIRE, Mr. 
LOEBSACK, Mr. COOPER, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. 
CLEAVER, Mr. DAVIS of Alabama, Mr. 
DELAHUNT, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, 
Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. GONZALEZ, and Mr. MCNULTY. 

H. Res. 1008: Mr. CALVERT. 
H. Res. 1011: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Ms. 

CLARKE, and Mr. DELAHUNT. 
H. Res. 1026: Mr. COHEN. 
H. Res. 1029: Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. 

MORAN of Kansas, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
MEEKS of New York, Mr. SHULER, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. HONDA, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, 
Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, 
Mr. DREIER, Mr. COSTELLO, and Mr. COSTA. 

H. Res. 1052: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of Cali-
fornia. 

H. Res. 1058: Mr. PAUL. 
H. Res. 1063: Ms. BERKLEY. 
H. Res. 1064: Mr. SOUDER. 
H. Res. 1073: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. 

AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. EMANUEL, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. WAX-
MAN, Mr. HOLT, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. CONYERS, 
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN, and Mr. DAVIS of Alabama. 

H. Res. 1076: Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. 
LAMBORN, Mr. CARTER, Mr. SALI, Mr. 
WALBERG, Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, and Mr. 
DREIER. 

H. Res. 1079: Mr. BACA, Ms. CLARKE, Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mrs. MALONEY of New 
York, Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mr. CLEAVER, 
and Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. 

H. Res. 1086: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. MCCOLLUM of Min-
nesota, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Mr. COHEN, Mr. FILNER, Ms. ZOE 
LOFGREN of California, Mr. UPTON, Mr. 
GOODE, and Mr. STARK. 

H. Res. 1091: Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky, Mr. 
REGULA, Mr. COBLE, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. POE, Mr. 
GALLEGLY, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. HAYES, Mr. 
MCHUGH, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. 
FORTENBERRY, Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico, 
Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. SMITH of Nebraska, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. ROGERS of Michi-
gan, Mr. KUHL of New York, Mr. HELLER, Mr. 
PORTER, Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. LUCAS, 
Mr. COLE of Oklahoma, Mr. KING of New 
York, Mr. CAMPBELL of California, Mr. HOEK-
STRA, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. 
THORNBERRY, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. CARTER, 
Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, Mr. RENZI, Ms. 
GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida, Mr. BU-
CHANAN, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. BACA, 
Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia, 
Mr. UPTON, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. HASTINGS of 
Florida, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. 
ELLSWORTH, Mr. TAYLOR, Mr. ALEXANDER, 
Mr. SKELTON, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. BISHOP of 
New York, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. MCKEON, 
Mr. LATHAM, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. JOHNSON of Illi-
nois, Mr. WU, Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. WELDON of Florida, 
Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. 
WESTMORELAND, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. GARY G. 
MILLER of California, Mr. MCHENRY, Mrs. 
EMERSON, Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mr. LEWIS of 
California, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. SHULER, Mr. 
KELLER, Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. YOUNG of 
Florida, Mr. PETRI, and Mr. DAVID DAVIS of 
Tennessee. 
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DISCHARGE PETITIONS— 

ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS 

The following Members added their 
names to the following discharge peti-
tions: 

Petition 6 by Mr. BOUSTANY, Jr. on 
House Resolution 1025: Ralph M. Hall, Tom 
Davis, John Kline, Wally Herger, Phil 
English, Jim McCrery, and Todd Russell 
Platts. 

Petition 5 by Mrs. DRAKE on the bill H.R. 
4088: Mike Rogers. 

The following Member’s name was 
withdrawn from the following dis-
charge petition: 

Petition 6 by Mr. BOUSTANY, Jr. on 
House Resolution 1025: James T. Walsh. 
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